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Abstract
Family businesses are a dominant contributor to the US economy, yet little is known about
factors that may contribute to business continuity and longevity. Despite the long-standing
statistic that only 30% of family-owned firms will succeed to the next generation, few empirical
studies have examined why some family- owners choose to continue, while other choose to exit
or close mature family businesses. This study explores survival outcomes in 147 family firms,
longitudinally, over a twenty-year span of time to better understand latent factors that may
contribute to these outcomes. Key findings in this study include several factors that appear to
typify collaborative relational dynamics linked to firm longevity and performance advantages in
family SMEs.
Key words: family SMEs, familiness; family effect, family business continuity, qualitative
methods, grounded theory, family capital, social capital theory.
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Preface
The background for this research emerged from a culmination of experiences,
opportunities, and research inquiries related to my time working for and with privately
family-owned firms. For nearly a decade, working as a research associate for the Family
Business Center at University of St. Thomas (UST), I engaged in learning related to
family businesses. During this time, I developed research, conducted a variety of case
studies, and observed and facilitated education and training for family business owners.
Below I have bracketed my assumptions and impressions related to observations and
interactions with families that enrolled in academic courses, non-academic family
seminars, and/or attended topics presented through networking breakfasts and events
related to family business education. I have offered these impressions here as a way of
summarizing my memos and notes that were part of my research process throughout the
data collection and analysis in an effort toward bracketing the central phenomena1 of this
study which aims to explore the family owner effect on the firm and how family owner
relationships may impact firm outcomes. In addition to bracketing assumptions,
thoughts, and beliefs about family owners, I have extended my observations to include
assumptions I have about leadership teams in non-family firms. This seemed appropriate
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Following Glaser & Strauss (1967) Glaser’s (1992) and Starks & Trinidad’s (2007) definition of
“bracketing” in grounded theory research, this preface is a summary of my “perspective, pre-existing
thoughts and beliefs, and developing hypotheses” whereby I sought “to set aside (not abandon) a
priori knowledge and assumptions, with the analytic goal of attending to the participants’ accounts
with an open mind’ (Starks & Trinidad, 2007, p.1376).
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as some my experiences and perspectives related to family owner dynamics are mirrored
in my experiences working with top management teams.
While working as a Research Associate for the Family Business Center at the
University of St. Thomas (UST), I spent much of my time in classrooms with family
business owners. UST’s family business program was unique in that it required
traditional, degree-seeking students, to attend classes with one or more family members
involved in their family business. The classes were set up as Seminars which were
designed to introduce new concepts to the family owners, followed by discussions and
action steps to apply new learning in the business. Topics focused on family owner
governance and succession planning. Although families came into the sessions with
numerous differences in terms of understanding and/or awareness about these topics,
there were general patterns observed in how families engaged with the course material.
For example, in some instances, the coursework provided students an opportunity
to discuss succession with the senior generation for the first time. On multiple occasions,
the senior generation expressed that until taking the class, owners did not realize, before
that the next generation was interested in a role in the business. In these instances,
conversations and the class activities often supported the senior and junior generation to
co-create a future role together and explore options for how the next generation might get
involved. In other instances, there were families with next generation members already
engaged in the business. These business families seemed to share a set of assumptions
that were first and foremost based on the agreement that family business ownership
would be passed on to the next generation. Many senior generation owners wanted to
know when and how the next generation would gain skills and knowledge needed to
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make successful contributions to the business and next generation members often wanted
to know when “helping out” turned into a “real job” opportunity. In these firms, the
class activities often lead to defining next steps. Many of these families left the class
having shared sense of the business agreements and goals, and some formalized
agreements that offered clear expectations to next generation family members about
opportunities and timing related to future roles in ownership and/or leadership transitions.
The course was offered to undergraduate and graduate students which also
influenced the way in which these conversations developed. Students who had
experience working in the business or elsewhere prior to the class had conversations that
were based on these experiences. Students with little work experience depended more on
their family members to guide the conversation. In addition to these basic observations,
what caught my attention was the relational dynamics among family-owners as they
navigated the emotionally packed conversations about the future of their family-owned
business and their role within it2.
The ones that thrived, were often observed physically leaning into the
conversation and letting ideas flow freely. Often these were owner groups of three or
more family members attending class together. Those that struggled tended be more
reserved, quiet, hesitant and had fewer family involved (usually dyads of a parent and
child). In one instance, during a breakout discussion, I observed an exchange between a
father and son who were struggling in a discussion on succession planning. As the son
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A seasoned family business consultant and guest speaker at many family business classes once reflected
that the general lack of succession planning in family businesses was due to the difficulty faced in having
conversations about succession on subjects that are traditionally taboo: Death, Money, and Sex. Of the
things most people do not want to talk about with their children—death is number one and money is
number two. Family business owners need to address both death and money to plan for succession.
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talked quietly, his father became increasingly agitated. Before the conclusion of the
exercise, the father abruptly left the room, leaving his son awkwardly sitting alone for the
rest of the session. Across the room another family in attendance sat with siblings and
both parents (not all the family were active in the business but did attend the class
together) having a lively conversation. Different family members were taking notes,
smiling, and seemed to become more energized as the conversation continued.
Over nearly a decade I noted similar patterns as those observed that day. In
general, it seemed that families with multiple family members attending the class
together, were more participative, collaborative, and got more out of the coursework than
those who attended with one other family member.3 Those business owners with
multiple members of the family attending classes together showed excitement in
“tackling challenges” and were able to collaboratively discuss difficult topics in their
conversations and typically reported being able to apply concepts discussed in class to
their family business. In contrast, students who attended with one family member (often
the founder/manager) seemed to be less engaged and reported difficulty in being able to
apply course concepts. They often expressed challenges in completing assignments, and
experienced resistance in getting the senior generation to engage with course topics.
Over time, while observing these families one thing became clear—facing succession

3

In a longitudinal study on educating family businesses, Sorenson and Milbrandt (2015) found that when
multiple members of a business family learned new concepts together, the ability to adapt and apply what
they had learned was much greater than when an individual member was tasked to learn alone. Following
this research, several other conferences took place at the University of St. Thomas, on family business
topics that would lead to other streams of study. A conference on Family Social Capital (2009) and a
conference on Faith and Family Business (2013) led to a long-term qualitative and quantitative study on
faith and family values in family-owned businesses (Sorenson & Milbrandt, 2022). Using a variety of
qualitative methods, this research produced the article Family Social Capital in Family Business: A FaithBased Values Theory and several testable hypotheses which have been linked to measures of family social
capital, business performance and owner satisfaction).
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was emotionally charged for everyone and the family relationships either helped or
hindered the process.
In this preface I have tried to bracket a priori knowledge and identify personal
bias and perspectives which may emerge in the analyses whilst acknowledging this work
is not done with empty head but rather with an open mind (Starks & Trinidad, 2007).
What is written in this preface reinforces the importance and need for further
understanding how relational dynamics may impact organizational outcomes—which is
an emerging, yet understudied, area in family business and in the general business
literature. This dissertation aspires to provide new insights into factors (beyond those
traditionally measured in business such as financial performance, growth, size etc...)
which may contribute to survival outcomes in privately held, small to medium sized
enterprises (SME’s). By doing so, this study seeks to gain a more robust view of unique
factors that impact ownership, organizational survival, and success over time in familyowned SME’s.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Although family firms are a dominant form of business world-wide, there is little
empirical evidence about why some family-firms continue while others close. The
widely cited statistic that less than 30% survive into a second generation (Beckhard &
Dyer, 1983; Ward, 1987) has not been seriously challenged for over 30 years (Carlock &
Ward, 2001; Gersick, et al., 1997; Miller, & Le Brenton-Miller, 2005). At first, glance,
the static rate of family firm survival may seem discouraging, but when compared to
survival rates of comparably sized nonfamily firms (20 employees or less) which report
an 80% mortality rate within the first 10 years (Headd & Kirchhoff, 2009), it appears
family firms not only outperform (Anderson & Reeb, 2003; Miller & Le-Brenton Miller,
2005) but outlast their non-family-owned counterparts. But why? While there seems to
be great interest, and speculation on what may contribute to the choice of a family SME
to continue, close, or exit a business, there is very little empirical evidence about what
factors lead to these outcomes in the extant literature, and even less about factors which
may be specific or unique to family vs nonfamily SMEs.
According to emerging research on family firms some scholars argue that family
relationships (among and between owners) is key to understanding how family firms
function in ways that similar or different to nonfamily SMEs. Looking at the firm from a
resource-based-view (Sirmon & Hitt, 2003), the family relationships may be foundational
to unlocking other types of family capital (social, financial, human). When bundled
these may form a type of competitive advantage for family owners which offer the firm
longevity and sustainability (Danes, et al., 2009; Hoffman, et al., 2006). Other scholars
have taken on a systems perspective of the family firm claiming that relational strengths
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(shared values, strong family culture and identity etc....) in the family can be transferred
and embedded in the business (Astrachan, et al., 2002). Because of this, recent
scholarship in the field has called for more studies on the relational influence of the
family owners or “family effect” or on the firm (Dyer, 2006; Habbershon & Willams,
1999; Olson, et al., 2003; Rutherford, et al., 2008). However, there are still few studies
that explore these family factors and how these influence a business over time.
As a result, thought leaders have expressed a need for more rigorous qualitative
research to provide novel theoretical insights which are grounded in empirical study from
the point of view of the study subject or family owners’ perspective (Bartunek, et al.,
2006; Dyer & Wilkins, 1991; Eisenhardt, 1989; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Reay, 2014; Van
de Ven, 2007). Few studies in family business use qualitative methods and even fewer
use grounded theory (Dyer & Sanchez, 1998). Holton & Walsh (2017), report less than
7% of business journals publish grounded theory, while other academic disciplines
(medicine, nursing, social sciences) have widely adopted grounded theory because of its
unique ability to obtain a “real world” understanding of the hidden factors which offer a
transcending view of complex social processes and research problems.
Research Purpose and Significance
The purpose of this research is to provide a view of the complex factors that
influence outcomes in family firms from the perspective of the family owners. This
study takes an emic (bottom up) and grounded approach to better understanding the
relationship between the family owners and the business through exploring owner
attitudes about the business. Analyzing open-text responses of 147 crossed with survival
status, this study will reveal hidden factors that may potentially explain why some family
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owners continue in business, while others chose to close or exit the business as family
owners. This study uses a rare set of data to examine open text responses collected from
business owners in 1999-1999, and new data collected between 2017-2018 on current
business status to reveal new insights on ownership norms, attitudes, and beliefs that may
contribute to the firms’ longevity and other performance outcomes.
This study uses a Classic Grounded Theory (CGT) approach, which is not frequently
used in business research. Some scholars speculate this is due to a general confusion
about what grounded theory is and what it is not, which has prevented a more dominant
use of it in business and organizational study (Suddaby, 2006; Walsh, et al., 2015).
Recent efforts have been made to document the approach as methodology verses a
singular method to dispel myths and misconceptions about Grounded Theory research
(Charmaz, 2006; Holton & Walsh, 2017; Martin & Gynnild, 2011) as it is a recursive
research process which is defined by its use of multiple sets of data and simultaneous
analysis of data (both qualitative and quantitive types). This study follows a Classic
Grounded Theory (CGT) approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) which emerged out of
organizational, sociological, and behavioral disciplines.
CGT seeks to “abstain” from using “a priori knowledge” to allow for the discovery
of new and novel insights related to the research question. Recommendations for this
approach are laid out in explanations of “theoretical sensitivity” and an “emergence”
versus “forcing” (Glaser, 1992) later explicated in Chapter 3. Therefore, the literature
review in this study is integrative throughout offering a light review of relevant literature
in Chapter 2, with further comparison and integration of studies that relate to findings
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later in Chapter 4 and 5. This process, and the results found at various stages, are further
explained in Chapter 3 and 4 of this manuscript.
The significance of this study is found in the rare longitudinal insights it provides
related to family ownership, owner attitudes and perspectives about business, and
business outcomes across a 20-year span of time. This study makes a contribution to the
literature in terms of what is known about the how the family owner dynamics influence
the business and a range of new factors which may contribute to the overall success and
longevity of the firm.
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Research Question
Because there are so few studies that span generational timelines in family-owned
firms, this study will seek to explore factors which are key to family firm and ownership
continuity. Specifically, this study seeks to examine: (1) “Why do some family owners
choose to continue in ownership, while others choose to close or sell the firm?” and, (2)
“What potential factors contribute to these outcomes?”
Key Terms, Concepts and Definitions
General assumptions about the relational nature of privately-owned family firms
and their survival can be found in the extant literature, but this is still an emerging area in
the field. This study seeks to add to the general understanding of the family owner(s)
influence on the business. This influence is generally described as the “familiness of the
firm” or the “family effect” and assumes that interactions between the family owners and
the firm offer a unique and inimitable quality which may afford family-owned firms
performance advantages. Building upon this notion, Family Business scholars have
conceptualized constructs related to interactions between the family owners and the
business. One such construct is Family Capital Theory.
Family Capital refers to the human, social, and financial capital that exists within
a family which can be used to accomplish family goals. In the context of family
business, family owners can leverage these various types of capital to accomplish
business goals. In addition to the broader implications of family capital in firm
performance and sustainability (Danes et al., 2009), recent research has suggested that
Family Social Capital (FSC), to be foundational in a family’s ability to develop and
leverage other types of capital (e.g., human capital, financial capital).
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Family Social Capital is defined as the structural (bridging), cognitive (knowledge
sharing), and relational capital (bonding), that exists between and among the owning
family. Scholars also point out that that while family relationships can contribute
positively to the business, and they may also become liabilities (Dyer, 2006; Sorenson,
2011). In cases where family are embroiled in conflicts, competition, or have divided
attitudes or values, the family dynamic may become a social liability. In this study the
potential negative relational impacts, Family Social Liabilities (FSL) which counteract
the potential advantages family relationships, may also be revealed.
Limitations of the Study
Because so little is known about the family-side of family enterprises, and their
impact over time on the firm, this study uses an inductive, Classic Grounded Theory
(CGT) approach. In doing so, findings of this study are exploratory in nature and may
not fit neatly into current conceptual frameworks that exist to test theory. Likewise, the
sample sizes and findings in this research are cursory. These findings have not been
tested for generalizability and therefore, further studies to validate these findings and
directionality or relationships between them is needed. Finally, while many family
owners were interviewed, in some cases such as when businesses had closed or the next
generation owners had taken over the business, attempts to speak with the original study
participants were unsuccessful. In cases that the original study participants were not
spoken with, attempts were made to collect data from next generation and/or new
business owners. In cases where the business had closed, attempts were made to search
local papers, owner names in public records, and/or internet information to better
understand why and how a business closed. However, in a few cases, no updates there
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beyond what was provided in the original qualitative data were attainable leaving a gap in
understanding. Considering these limitations, the study sought to acquire as much
information as possible about each of the original businesses who had responded and
assumed a “closed status” where no traceable evidence of the business entity or listed
owners could be found.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Family SMEs
Family business research has historically borrowed from mainstream business theory
(Zahra & Sharma, 2004). However, in the last few decades researchers have noted that
family firms, and family SMEs are fundamentally different from nonfamily firms in a
variety of ways, including the long-term and relational perspective of ownership and the
collective family influence (familiness or the family effect) on the firm (e.g., Habberson
& Williams, 1999; Sharma & Sharma, 2011; Brigham et al., 2014). For over 20 years
scholars have sought to differentiate outcomes of familiness –comparing family to
nonfamily enterprises through examining differences in firm characteristics, behavior,
and decision-making (Chua et al., 1999; Handler, 1989).
Scholars agree that a definition of a “family business” converges around three
basic factors: majority ownership/control of the firm; presence of one or more generation
in the firm; and third, a spillover between the family and business purposes and/or
activities (Chua, et al., 1999; Litz, 1995; Dyer, 2006; Shanker & Astrachan, 1996).
Following these guidelines, a family SME would be defined as a small to medium size
business which is privately held, with an active family manager working in the business.
While this may be considered a “narrow” definition by some, there are broader
definitions of “family business” which in the broadest sense include all privately held
firms with a majority owner (Astrachan & Shanker, 1996). In some cases, these broadly
defined family businesses may be “home-based” micro-businesses (10 or less
employees). In other cases, they may be more traditional “brick and mortar” businesses
operating out of a traditional storefront. A way often used by scholars to identify a family
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versus a nonfamily SME is to ask the business owners if they self-identify as a family
business. Following this approach makes sense given the prevailing agreement that firm
behavior and outcomes are strongly linked to what is increasingly being described as the
“family effect” on the firm. This term differentiates from a more broadly used term
“founder effect” used in the mainstream literature to describe the influence of the
owner/manager that founded the firm.
The Founder Effect
In the general business literature, SME survival assumes a parallel between
owner/manager careers and the business life cycle to explain survival and mortality rates
in small to medium size enterprises. Studies of SME life cycles are categorized into four
basic stages: Birth (launch), existence (proof of concept), survival (maturity), and growth
(Quinn & Cameron, 1983; Galbraith, 1982). Because of a lack of formal reporting
requirements, such as rates of return or the number of employees, for privately held
SMEs, most studies on SMEs will use reported events such as bankruptcy, sales of a
business, or business closure as surrogate measures for business success or failure
(Everett & Watson, 1998). However, these measures are not necessarily indicative of
failure in SMEs as the business owners may have a variety of unknown factors that may
explain why the business continued to be in business or was sold, liquidated, or closed
(DeTienne & Cardon, 2012).
Some other less reported factors may be non-economic factors including those
related to the relationship between the business owner and the business (owner
retirement, sold from a desire to pursue new ventures, etc.) (Churchill, 1952; Everett &
Watson, 1998; Quinn & Cameron, 1983). A few empirical studies suggest that family
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SMEs may close as a result of a desire of the family-owners to sell in order to recapitalize
in other areas better suited for the business-owning family (DeTienne & Cardon, 2012).
Other possible explanations include organizational responses to “growing pains,” or the
crisis of change associated with transitions between the identified life cycle stages
(Greiner, 1972; 1998). Furthermore, the founding owner manager will have a lasting
effect on the firm as much of the organizational culture (Schein, 1990). The founder’s
influence on operating policies, business procedures, decision-making patterns and
strategy and the social networks that establish the business activities can be generally
described as the “founder effect” on the firm.
The Family Effect
In contrast to the “founder effect” there is emerging research to suggest that the
impact multiple family owners (owner manager, inactive shareholders, non-owner family
members) in Family SMEs may have a broader influence on business decisions and
business behavior including decisions which range from general business strategy (risk,
innovation, growth) to ownership/leadership succession. In some cases, scholars anchor
this influence in the “agency” of the family owner group, who are characterized by
having more than one family-member active in the business decisions and therefore a
stronger ability to align family and business goals. Rooted in economic theory, agency
theory purports that agents will choose self-interested, opportunistic behaviors that may
not align with the principals best-interest. Therefore, principals must enact governance
mechanisms to monitor the agent’s behavior and to ensure that the agent is acting in
alignment with organizational goals (Eisenhardt, 1989; Jensen & Meckling, 1976).
Those who argue a performance advantage for family business based on agency theory
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assume that family owner/managers acting as agent and principal, will reduce the
potential of agent/principal conflict which affords family firms an economic advantage
over non-family businesses. In contrast, stewardship theory has been used to explain
altruistic behaviors of agents/principals portraying firm leaders as stewards, intrinsically
motivated to put the interests of the organization ahead of self-serving ones. (Davis et al.,
1997; Madison, 2014).
In other cases, more humanistic theories have been used to describe firm
behavior and performance advantages. Studies anchored in social identity theory
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989) have pointed to a shared identity between the business family
and the business which contribute to a sense of socio-emotional wealth enjoyed by active
and extended networks of family (Gómez-Mejía, et al., 2007). Socio-emotional wealth
seeks to explain why family business owners may act in ways that are not financially
lucrative or in some cases may result in financial loss. The construct of socio-emotional
wealth offers a compelling alternate view of organizational success which is centered on
relationships between the family and business which may contribute to a variety of
outcomes underexplored in mainstream business literature.
In family business studies, socio-emotional wealth has been described as the
enmeshed psychological and emotional attachment between the family and business in
which firm decisions are motivated by the status and the social identity attached to the
business owning family (Berrone, et al., 2012; Cruz, 2010; Gomez, et al., 2007). In a
foundational study (Gomez, et al., 2007) on family firms in the olive oil industry in
Southern Spain, 1,237 firms were examined over a 54 year (1944-1998). Findings
suggested a significant relationship between family influence (high involvement of the
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family owners) and the decision to maintain independence and not join a cooperative.
Despite facing higher risk and less profitability that joining a cooperative offered, family
owner decisions to stay independent indicated that family owners seemed to be willing to
trade financial profitability for the perceived social-emotional status gained through
family ownership.
Finally, scholars have used a social capital theory which argues that social
exchanges between the family and business, are the basis for the unique, inimitable value
that the family owners bring to the business. This study is grounded in the sociorelational view of the firm and seeks to examine what advantages family social capital
(Danes et al., 2009; Hoffman et al., 2006; Sorenson & Bierman, 2009). Family social
capital has been identified as a foundation for developing and leveraging other forms of
the family capital in the family firm.
Long-Term Orientation
A key difference in examining survival in family versus non-family firms is found
in the long-term perspective generally ascribed as important to family firms (Brigham et
al., 2014; Salvato & Melin, 2008; Zellweger et al., 2011). While most studies in the
general business literature on SME survival focus on a relatively short time frame (threeten years), (Headd & Kirkoff, 2009) the time frame that concerns family SME survival is
generational (20 or more years). As noted in early family business studies, on average the
lifespan of a family business and the average number of years an owner/manager’s career
is the same, approximately 24 years (Beckhard & Dyer, 1983). In most businesses, that
the relationship between the founder and the business are inextricably linked. While this
parallel may be useful in understanding assumptions made about the “founder effect” on
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the firm, and why more than 70% of “family owned” firms fail to succeed into the second
generation, it leaves a gap in understanding factors or variables that may contribute to the
30% of businesses that do succeed.
Other Socio-Emotional Effects
Considering the family dynamics in family firms, scholars have sought to tease
out characteristics to explain the socio-relational factors which may contribute to a
heterogeneous nature of the family firm. For example, Sorenson et al.’s (2008) study,
author suggest the Collaborative Family Point of View, family relationships, behavioral
patterns, goals, and values may contribute to the potential successes or failure of the
family business (Sorenson et al., 2008). This study directly linked family cohesion and
conflict style (collaboration) to an increased experience of family social capital and
increased firm performance.
Social Capital Theory
For nearly a decade, social capital theory has attracted interest of scholars in the field
of family business. Historically grounded in social psychology and social exchange
theory (Homans, 1958; Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 1993) social capital theory is largely
concerned with the perspective that social exchanges shape the norms, understanding,
and social behavior in groups as well as the value that they may bring to a group or
individual (Berger & Luckman, 1967). Social capital has broadly been defined in the
literature as a pattern of interactions that produce social stability, interdependence, and
trust (Danes et al., 2009; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Furthermore, scholars have
identified the family group as an ideal environment to develop social capital and social
capital as a foundation needed to develop other human capital in groups (Coleman,
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1988). The opportunities for family businesses to develop behavioral norms and values
that may enhance collaboration and cohesion among family from an early age can
become a unique and desirable resource that can be used in family
businesses (see Arregle et al., 2007).
Although social capital has been defined in various ways in the literature, the
definition as described by Payne et al., (2011) categorized social capital into two main
types—bonding capital (relational) and bridging capital (structural). As the names infer,
bonding capital is described as driven from internal forces among a collective—a bond
which forms over time as a group interacts and matures (Coleman, 1988). Payne et al.,
(2011) describes this theoretical perspective as “strong ties/network closure.” Bridging
capital stems from a network or structural perspective (Burt, 1992) in which capital is
derived from the overlap or sharing of value/resources among a network. Payne et al.,
(2011) describes this theoretical perspective as “bridging structural holes.” An additional
theoretical perspective that Payne et al., (2011) describes is the cognitive
dimension which has to do with mental models (schemas of shared beliefs, thinking,
values etc.) and how information is shared (see Adler & Kwon, 2002; Carr et al.,
2011; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Pearson, et al., 2008; Sanchez-Famoso, et al., 2015).
According to the family business literature, each of these three dimensions of social
exchanges (frequency and quality) contribute to social capital in the family
and the business. Below is a summary of how dimensions of social capital are described
and measured in the family business literature.
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Organizational Social Capital
Described as a conceptual framework in three parts, organizational social capital is
comprised of the structural, cognitive, and relational aspects of the organization. First,
the structural dimension is described as both the quantity and quality of ties among and
between groups (Pearson et al., 2008). Ways in which the structural dimension has been
operationalized include 1) interaction between the family and business (family members
active in business), 2) exchanges of knowledge and information, and 3) connectedness
or frequency of interaction (see Carr et al., 2011; Pearson et al., 2008; see also SanchezFamoso, et al., 2015).
Second, the cognitive dimension is described as the information sharing
and meaning-making that inform the norms and expectations within a group. Described
in the literature as “shared purpose and meaning created through lasting relationships”
(Carr et al., 2011, p. 1209), the cognitive dimension is described as the ways in which the
members identify, show commitment, and act with a unity of purpose.
Third, the relational dimension is depicted as cohesiveness and trust associated with
social interaction and connects the structural and cognitive dimensions (Adler & Kwon,
2002; Carr, et al., 2011; Pearson, et al., 2008; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). This
dimension is operationalized by measures of 1) trust (e.g., integrity, loyalty, and
confidence among members) 2) stability (e.g., duration or history of relationship), and 3)
reciprocity (the collaboration and fairness in exchanges) (Carr, et al., 2011; Danes, et al.,
2009; Pearson et al., 2008; Sanchez-Famoso, et al., 2015).
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Internal Social Capital
Further articulation of organizational social capital is addressed in empirical
studies which sought to examine what Payne et al. proposed as “collective/internal”
social capital (Payne et al., 2011, p. 497). Payne et al., differentiates the use of these two
types of organizational social capital stating that resources which are held within a group
or organization are considered “internal social capital” and those which can be leveraged
by the group or organization are considered “collective social capital” resulting in a
typology of social capital in which internal resources are made available to the collective
through relationships. In 2011, Carr et al., conducted a study designed to further
investigate these dimensions and the relationship between the family and organizational
social capital (structural, cognitive, relational dimensions). Carr et al., included a
screening process to control for the number of owners (i.e. sole proprietorships were not
included in the study) and family owner engagement in the business (in particular first or
second generation owners active in the business). The researchers explained that their
efforts in this selection process ensured that the cognitive dimension (family influence on
decision-making) would be well-represented in the business. Measures of family social
capital were extrapolated from other validated instruments and categorized as follows: 1)
family support/family spillover in the business 2) knowledge sharing, 3) cohesion, 4)
work satisfaction, 5) family satisfaction, and 5) firm performance.
A key finding in the Carr et al., (2011) study was that “internal social capital” was
a key predictor in knowledge-sharing and that as family firm size increased, cohesion and
family satisfaction decreased. Moreover, the study reported significant relationships
among outcome variables and the measure of FSC (measured by family spillover and
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support in the business) and internal social capital. Although the relationship between the
two is not completely explored, Carr et al., (2011) concluded that development of social
capital in family firms was largely dependent on the family members themselves—that
level of social capital within the family may be the best way to determine
the organizational social capital.
In another study from 2015, Sanchez-Famoso, et al., explored the relationship
between family social capital and the internal social capital found among non-family
managers. Using a sample of 172 family firms, the researchers interviewed one family
and one non-family leader/manager from each firm. The survey contained measures of
structural, cognitive, and relational capital to both family and non-family
employees for both family and non-family employees, as well as family members who
served on the board. Key findings in Sanchez-Famoso et al.’s study confirmed that there
is a significant link between family social capital and the existing organizational social
capital and that both types of capital had an impact on firm performance (see SanchezFamoso et al., 2015). has on the business, using social capital as one measure of this
impact (see Danes, et al., 2009; Sorenson, 2009; Zahra, 2010) which report a positive
relationship between family social capital and firm performance. This positive correlation
implies a relationship between family social capital and firm survival.
Finally, in a qualitative study on the topic the family dynamics in family-owned
firms, Salvato and Melin (2008) reported that the ability to “reshape family-related social
relationships in line with the changing needs of the family” was a specific
dynamic capacity they found either hindered or facilitated the family ability to renew and
recombine mutual relationships. In particular, the ability to renew and reshape social
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interactions and meaning was characteristic of a superior ability to strategically access
and use resources across generations (Salvato & Melin, 2008). In summary, the family
social capital emerged as paramount to the family’s ability to access and leverage other
aspects of family capital (financial/human) in the family business.
Family Social Capital
To examine the family effect on the firm, it is important to remember that social
capital is one of three identified capitals within Family Capital Theory. According to the
extant literature, Family Capital Theory is comprised of three types of capital: social,
human, and financial capital. It is also worth noting that scholars have suggested that
without social capital, which contributes to trust, cooperation, and overall positive
emotional valance which exists in the relationships, is foundational in the ability to
develop and leverage other forms of capital (human and financial) (Nahapiet & Ghoshal,
1998). Thus, when it comes to examining family capital in business owning families, the
social capital or otherwise defined family social capital is a critical base for the familyowned firm. Only a handful of empirical studies have examined social capital in the
context of the family firm. Most scholars who have studied social capital in family firms
have looked at the collective effect, or positive impact that exists among the owning
family and business described as organizational social capital.
Social Liability in Family SMEs
As stated above, the nature of social interaction within a family is predicted to
affect relationship between the owning family members and the family firm. According
to Adler and Kwon (2000), one of the greatest risks of family social capital may be an
“overembeddedness” which can result in parochialism and inertia as a result in an insular
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group dynamic in which openness to new ideas and knowledge sharing are replaced
with increased feuding, decreased flow of information, and an increased
vulnerability to the group function. In family firms this will often be associated with
family members that are highly active in the firm in roles of leadership but may include
those family members which are not currently involved in the family business including
retired founders, spouses, or next generation family members. In some cases, if these
members of the business family are not included in conversations or communication
regarding decisions an inability to cope with changes and stressors within the business
may result in hurt feelings, confusion, and conflict. When this happens, the potential
advantages of family social capital can be compromised by increased competition among
family owners for fulfillment of individual needs and desires versus those shared by the
ownership or family group.
Collaborative versus Competitive Dynamics
Collaborative Family Networks
As noted in a prior study by Sorenson et al., (2008) Collaborative Network
Orientation, which used validated instruments designed to measure organizational
collaboration (Bird & Brush, 2002; Kantor, 2002) and organizational conflict/negotiation
styles (Rahim, 1983, Thomas & Kilmann, 1974), showed owners with a high concern for
community and customers and high concern for self and business (otherwise identified as
a collaborative conflict approach). Findings in this study indicated also indicated that
Collaborative Network Orientation (CNO) was a predictor of firm performance for both
male and female owner-managers and moreover that CNO had stronger relationship to
business performance for males than female respondents. Some explanation of this
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difference is discussed pointing to prior research on gender differences which suggest
that compared to male leaders, women are more interested in customer satisfaction
(Hisrch & Brush, 1987) and developing connections among family, business, and
community (Gilligan, 1982) and less interested profit and growth in terms of strategic
orientation (Brush, 1992). These findings are interesting to this study as they may offer
insight to aspects of Organizational Social Capital which seem to point to business
performance which is essential to SMEs long-term sustainability.
Conflict Style and Family Norms
Other studies suggest that the dominant family approach to or the conflict style
can either positively or negatively impact the family relationships. Kellermans and
Eddleston’s (2007) study on conflict suggested that “process conflict” (e.g., roles,
responsibilities in completing a task) under the right conditions can be constructive
among family owners when owners successfully work together to resolve the conflict,
however “cognitive conflict” (e.g., disagreements in thinking, ideas, and decisions) is
typically destructive to relationships in that it tends to result in fewer exchanges among
the group. Davis and Harveston’s (2001) found this type of conflict increased with
ownership dispersion and seemed to be amplified in third-generation businesses. Finally,
Sorenson (1999) surveyed 59 family firms to assess the impact of the leader’s conflict
management strategy finding that a collaborative approach (see Rahim, 1986) related to
less conflict in the family and perceptions of stronger firm performance, whereas
competition and avoidance approaches tended to indicate the opposite.
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Family verses Founder Effects
Implications of family social capital and liability are an emerging area that
scholars are just beginning to explore. While some attention has been paid to leadership,
conflict and transitions in succession, new research suggests that there may be hidden or
latent dimensions of the family dynamic which can contribute either positively or
negatively to the business dynamics. For example, when multiple owners become
involved (e.g., second and third generation in family businesses), there are studies which
suggest that the business enjoys many benefits of active owner involvement when the
owning family is collaborative and cohesive. A recent study on family firms and faithbased values (Sorenson & Milbrandt, 2022) point to shared beliefs and values in the
family as an indicator for strong family social capital. Sorenson & Milbrandt (2022)
propose that families that identified as “faith-based families” were more likely to have
formal values in the family and business which aligned with their faith beliefs. In turn
these values were perceived as positive social values that encouraged trust, long-term
relationships with employees and business partners, and higher levels of family
participation in the business. are disruptions in the external environment family dynamics
can become a liability.
In contrast, when there are disagreements among family owners or potential
owners, having more family members involved in the business may become a threat or
disadvantage to business. Just as expressed in the above discussion of family capital,
social liability may be amplified by the number of family members actively involved in
the business. When family owners act individualistically and competitively in the
business, it can create or contribute to existing family conflict which may drive a lack
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collaboration and cooperation in the business (e.g., lack of communication, lack of
information sharing and interaction). This dynamic may not only impact the family
relationships but embroil employees in the family conflicts (Sorenson, 1999; see also
Sorenson, 2013). At the point, the potential family social capital is at risk along with the
potential advantages that the family owners may have and if these conflicts go unchecked
the business and family become a social liability. According to Sorenson’s (1999) study
in family groups that use these situations may result in owners seeking buyouts of stock
to minimize family involvement/influence in the business and in some cases result in
possible sale of the business in efforts to mitigate the liability of owning family. It may
also result in decreased interactions between employees and family business leaders who
are seeking to avoid conflict, thus compromising the firm capacity to collaborate
toward shared goals and resulting in an overall damping of the “family effect” in favor of
a “founder effect” or a single family members’ influence on the business.
Findings of these studies in the greater literature point to the following implications
as it relates to the relational dynamics of the business family, which seem to point to the
critical role of social capital/liability in the role of the family and founder effects on the
firm. When utility of other types of family capital (human and financial), which can then
be applied and transferred to be leveraged collectively by the organization.
In summary, this study seeks to surface latent or hidden factors that may
contribute to understanding the family point of view and its impact on the family firm
longevity and the family owners’ answer a basic question: Why do some family-owned
businesses succeed as family owners (pass the business on to the next generation) while
others exit (sell or close) the family firm?
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Chapter 3: Methodology
An Overview of Grounded Theory
Grounded Theory (GT) was first introduced as a research methodology by Barney
Glaser and Anslem Strauss in book titled, Discovery of Grounded Theory (1967).
Presented as a middle ground to the extreme divide between interpretive and positivistic
paradigms of sociological research (see Burrell & Morgan,1979; see also Suddaby, 2006)
Glaser and Strauss described GT as an attempt to close the “embarrassing gap” between
theory and empirical sociological research (p.vii).
Strauss was trained at the University of Chicago, otherwise known as the
“Chicago School,” where he was influenced by the works of Blumer (symbolic
interactionism) and Peirce (abductive inference) (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Thornberg &
Charmaz, 2014). Glaser, on the other hand, was heavily influenced at Columbia
University where he was a student of sociologists such as Paul Lazarsfeld known for his
“rigorous quantitative methods” (statistical methods of elaboration, survey methods and
design etc.…) and Robert Merton known for his work on middle-range theory and focus
groups (which argued against “grand theories” for those which were more context
specific) (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Merton, 1949; Lazarsfeld, 1955; Thornberg &
Charmaz, 2014).
Another influence worth mentioning is Glaser’s time at the University of Paris
where he studied literature and a line-by-line analysis of text called “explication de text”
which is comparable with “close readings” used in literary study and textual criticism. In
1961, after obtaining his Ph.D. he was invited to join Strauss in a study at the University
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of San Francisco. Through that study grounded theory methodology (which doubles as a
name for the process and the outcome) was born.
Classic Grounded Theory
Classic Grounded Theory (CTG) was first presented in Glaser and Strauss’ book
Discovery (1967). The goal in writing their book was twofold: 1) to legitimize the
findings in their study, and 2) present grounded theory as a rigorous empirical qualitative
methodology. The Discovery book is ironically more theoretical than practical, however
subsequent texts by each of the original co-authors make up for this in volumes (see
Glaser, 1978; 1992; 1998; see also Strauss & Corbin, 1990; 1998). The characteristics
and assumptions of this methodology that are consistently addressed by multiple authors
(e.g., Charmaz, 2006, Glaser, 1992; 1998; Holton & Walsh, 2017, Corbin & Strauss,
1990) include:
1) Systemic and iterative methods of analysis- Described as iterative and
systematic coding and analytic procedures which involve a variety of methods
and follow an analytic process starting with open coding (descriptive, in-vivo,
etc…), then selective coding (focused, axial, etc…) and finally theoretical coding
(connecting the themes to emerging theory).
2) Theoretical sensitivity- First described by Glaser and Strauss (1967) as inductive
analytical approach later articulated by Glaser (1992) as emergence versus forcing
analytic frameworks,
3) Constant comparative analysis- Described as iterative cycles of research in
which data is compared and analyzed to other data in efforts to identify
differences, similarities, and consistency in meaning across analytic cycles
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(Charmaz, 2006; Holton & Walsh, 2017; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss and
Corbin, 1990).
The overall goals of this approach are to 1) explore unknown or hidden variables related
to a research question 2) develop conceptual hypotheses about variables and their
relationships and 3) offer a “sensitizing recognition” of theoretical relationships in ways
that offer new or novel insights about the phenomenon in question.
Classic and Straussian Grounded Theory
As most scholars who work with grounded theory will note, the early work and
teaching of Glaser and Strauss (1967) and then later Glaser (1978; 1992; 1998) and
Strauss (Strauss & Corbin, 1990; 1994) resulted in two general types of grounded theory:
Classic and Straussian (Thornberg & Charmaz, 2014). Basic differences between the
former and latter version of GT were elucidated in Glaser’s conceptualization of
“forcing” and “emerging” analytic frameworks (1998). From Glaser’s perspective the
GT approach described by Strauss and Corbin (1990) was “forced” using a pre-existing
analytic framework which limited discovery of new theory. Glaser (1998) countered that
such frameworks were not used in the Awareness study (1965), and a radical departure
from the process they used for the discovery. Glaser concludes that if researchers “trust
that emergence will occur” and rigorously use constant comparative analysis, core
categories that uncover underlying latent patterns in a phenomenon will be discovered
(1992).
Strauss and Corbin’s (1994) reject Glaser’s arguments for “emergence” and
“discovery” asserting that theory is created (not discovered) through rigorous and robust
coding procedures which allow for interpretation of multiple perspectives (see also
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Kenny & Faurie, 2015). Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) robust analytic framework in how
to do this is both prescriptive and complex. However, as Strauss and Corbin argue, this
type of detailed explication is useful for novice qualitative researchers to use a guideline
for developing grounded theory but is not as neat or linear a process.
A Constructivist Approach
Kathy Charmaz (who studied under Glaser and Strauss at San Francisco) broke from
tradition creating a third constructivist approach to GT (Charmaz, 2006). More than
anything else, philosophical underpinnings of social constructionism (Berger &
Luckmann, 1967) differentiate Constructivist GT from the Classic version. Charmaz’s
2008 book “Constructing Grounded Theory” starkly contrasts the rule-bound approach of
coding argued for by Strauss and Corbin (1990) and the “soft-positivism” argued for in
Glaser’s depiction of the discovery of theory. The constructivist perspective presents a
more flexible coding approach which acknowledges the subjective nature of reality, and
the co-construction of meanings that are made between the researcher and the subject
they are investigating (Charmaz, 2008; Kenny & Fourie, 2015). Moreover, Charmaz
emphasizes ethnographic and auto-ethnographic techniques such as memo-writing and
use of in-vivo or verbatim coding to get at insights which are focused on the subjective
connections between codes. Although all three methods of GT present different
ontological assumptions, which will have impact on the research design and analysis, all
three adhere to the classic conceptions of the research process which include: 1) open
coding, 2) selective coding, and 3) integrative conceptualization of theory.
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Other Interpretive Methods
In a recent article by Starks and Brown-Trinidad (2007), the authors compare
three overlapping qualitative methodologies: Phenomenology, discourse analysis, and
grounded theory. The authors present these as related analytic approaches, with
differences and similarities. As Starks and Brown-Trinidad suggest differences emerge in
the intellectual traditions and overall goals of the research. For example, phenomenology
has underpinnings in European philosophy, focuses on and existential understanding the
“lived experience,” with the goal of being able to describe and codify common or core
aspects of the experience. On the other hand, grounded theory which has underpinnings
in Sociology, focuses on understanding meaning of experience but gives special attention
to contextual factors and social processes related to how things get done (p. 1373). All
three methodologies use qualitative data and analytic procedures that decontextualize and
recontextualize text to identify themes and relationships throughout the data. But
grounded theory pays special attention to implied or explicit patterns of thought
(language) and/or behavior (practices) to identify social processes and relationships
between and among core categories (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
Another common analytic tool used in qualitative analysis is hermeneutics. The
underlying practice of hermeneutics based on the premise that language is more than
mere symbols used to communicate descriptive meaning, it is a representative frame of
logic or mode of being (see Burrell & Morgan’s 1979, description of Dilthey’s
“hermeneutic circle” p.237). Therefore, hermeneutic studies include consideration of not
only words, but sentence structure (grammar) and speech patterns across a text in orders
to identify and understand implicit and explicit meanings in the text. This becomes
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particularly important in qualitative research as the researcher much consider more than
what is said, but also consider the sequence, actors, and social context (e.g., levels of
system, point of view, personal motivation, etc.….) of such things as part of the
interpretive process.
Misconceptions, Challenges, and Design Issues
One major misconception about the methodology itself is that it does not use
substantive theory, or theory in the extant research area, as part of the research process
(Suddaby, 2006). This is simply a myth. However, depending on the epistemological
point of view of the researcher (Classic, Straussian, or Constructivist GT) when and how
substantive theory is introduced in the research design varies (Kenny & Fourie, 2015). In
Classic GT, assumptions related to theoretical sensitivity and emergence call for the
researcher to “abstain” from substantive theory until after theoretical coding to use
inductive versus deductive logics in the analysis. However, Strauss and Corbin argue
that for novice researchers this may result in re-inventing theory that has already been
discovered. Instead, they advocate for appropriate use of the literature at every stage of
study discerning the difference between an empty head from an open mind (Strauss &
Corbin, 1990). Charmaz echoed Strauss and Corbin in this point of view, adding a that a
comprehensive review may be compiled after analysis, and reinforcing use of the
literature throughout the theses (Charmaz, 2006). Another major misconception is that
grounded theory can be done using deductive logics or a priori logic. As pointed out in
other literature, grounded theory is an inductive and abductive research process
(Thornberg & Charmaz, 2014; Suaddaby, 2006).
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Finally, the last major misconception about GT is that it is a purely qualitative
method. Both qualitative or quantitative data may be used in developing grounded theory
but analysis of data is not driven by “deductive” or “positivist” assumptions used to test
hypotheses. Therefore, GT is not word counts (normative quantitative content analysis)
designed to test a priori knowledge or assumptions but seeks to understand patterned
relationships in a given social context or reality in ways that allow new explanation or
discoveries related to the phenomena in question (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Suddaby,
2006).
In recent attempts to better define what grounded theory is, Walsh et al., (2015) held
a symposium on the topic at the Academy of Management conference in 2015. Results
of the dialogue addressed the ongoing debate of how to define GT. Based on this
dialogue and other recent efforts to further articulate definitions of GT, I defer to the
following explanation: GT is an inductive and abductive methodology which uses a
variety of data (qualitative or quantitative), analytic methods (which are both flexible and
rigorous) and procedures (coding, discourse analysis, researcher memos etc.…) to
identify new and transcending insights about social processes and/or phenomenon.
One of the challenges of this approach to research is the time and resources it
requires. This approach requires researchers to collaborate, become intimate with the
text, and pay careful and close study to early coding stages where the variety and number
of codes can be overwhelming. Working with the text in this way requires great attention
to not only words, but associations between words, contextual meaning, and patterns of
these things across the data. Depending on the type and amount of data you are working

34

Toward a Theory of the Collaborative Family Firm

with, strategies for how to manage beginning in this way will vary and becomes a
question of design and scope.
Credibility of Findings
In addition to following grounded theory methodology, this study also seeks to
present credible findings. Extrapolating from Guba’s (1981) description on the
trustworthiness of naturalistic and interpretive paradigms of inquiry, this study will
consider four basic criteria in the discussion of the findings.
1) Truth value. Guba (1981) describes this in contrast to the “rationalistic” criteria
of “internal validity.” In the naturalistic paradigm, truth value or credibility is
found in congruent findings across various sources (cases, audiences, or groups)
form which the data is drawn.
2) Applicability. Within the rationalistic design criteria of external validity is
sought, wherein the research findings are generalizable or seen to have relevance
in any context. According to Guba (1981) naturalistic inquiry holds a different
and opposing assumption that intimately tie phenomena to the contexts in which
they are found. There for naturalistic studies seek “transferability” or inquiry that
is applicable in other contexts. Therefore, unlike generalizable theory that claim
universal application, naturalistic inquiry seeks to form hypotheses that may be
transferred to other contexts based on the degree of “fit” of important contextual
factors.
3) Consistency. In the rationalistic model criteria has to do with reliability—or the
notion that what is being measured or instrument being used to form a hypothesis
produces stable results. This is conceptually more complicated in naturalistic
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inquiry which posits multiple human realities as the instruments (which are
assumed to hold variance). Therefore, naturalist inquiry interpret consistency as
dependability of “trackable variance” or dependable patterns to explain changes
(p.81).
4) Neutrality. Commonly referred to as objectivity in rationalistic paradigms, the
naturalistic paradigm seeks confirmability of the findings. Although bias can be
evident in any instrument or research study or instrument—naturalistic
researchers are aware of this problem and how their own “predispositions can
play when they use themselves as instruments.” Therefore, naturalist inquiry
“shifts the burden of neutrality from the investigator to the data and confirmability
is found in the data (tables and illustrative findings) the research produces (Guba,
1981, p.81).
Guided by these principles and practices of validation, the following presents an
overview of the research background and the various methods used across the stages of
analyses.
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Data Collection and Analyses
The nature of the main research question, “Why do some family-owned SMEs close
and others continue?” suggests a research design guided by the pursuit of understanding
or explaining a phenomenon or lived experience of an identified group or sample of
actors. This study seeks to explore owner attitudes and perceptions about their business’
success and challenges over a 20- year span of time in order to explore how the family
point of view (expressed by the business family owner responses) may reveal hidden or
latent factors which contribute to firm survival or mortality outcomes.
Data Sample
The source for the data used in this study is found in an existing set of survey data
collected between 1997-1999. The original study was comprised of 405 family
businesses across the U.S. The study was conducted by the Center for Entrepreneurial
and Family Business at Texas Tech University between 1997-2001, in which 199
questions were asked related to the business and business owners. A full description of
the data collection process is published in Sorenson et al., (2008) article on Collaborative
Network Orientation. In addition to the Likert-Type scales included in the 199-question
survey two open-ended questions were asked:
● “What do you think makes a difference in the success of your business?”
And,
● “What issues (which may not have been included in this survey) do you think
might make a difference in the success of a family business?”
Of the original businesses that participated in the Family Business Survey, 147 responded
to these open-ended questions at the end of the survey. Research analysts, including the
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principal investigator were given the task of updating the status of the 147 businesses in
this study.
Research Overview
This study uses a rare set of data related to the general inquiry limited to an
existing set of data—with consideration of future opportunity to collect more data in
future studies. In this exploration of the data, this study is particularly interested in
understanding the attitudes and assumptions of family owners regarding continuing as
business owners. Due to the long-term nature of family firm continuity, this study began
with a longitudinal analysis of firm survival. Using an iterative and inductive and
approach as prescribed by Classic Grounded Theory resulted in several stages of analysis
used to draw upon “constant comparative analysis,” and use of “theoretical sensitivity” to
analyze and make sense of responses between and across each data set (Glaser & Strauss,
1967). Additionally, to examine continuity of family ownership in family-owned firms,
sold businesses not passed on to a family member were categorized as “out-of-business”
for the final theoretical analyses. Below is an overview of the research process, followed
by further description of the research procedures and key findings.
1.

A Longitudinal Study on Family SME survival. Businesses and ownership
status were determined in the 147 businesses that provided qualitative response.
Participants were grouped into the following categories 1) “in-business” same
family owners 2) “in-business” sold to new owners, and 3) “out-of-business.”

2.

Early Stages of Analyses. Data was divided into dominant categories of in- or
out of business and open coding was used for each data set using In-Vivo and
Descriptive coding procedures.
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3.

Middle Stage of Analyses. Axial coding procedures were used to identify
relationships between and among initial codes to develop middle stage secondorder categories.

4.

Quantitative Analysis of Themes- Emerging themes which were found in the
second order categories were used to compare saturation of themes between the
two groups. In this phase, similarities and differences in the type and frequency
of themes were articulated into final theoretical dimensions.

5.

Theoretical Coding- Based on these categories, final stage analysis using
theoretical coding, sorting, and saturation will result in conceptual dimensions.

Methods and Coding Procedures
Below is a detailed description of the stages of analysis and the coding procedures
used at various stages of the analysis and key findings that emerged from each stage.
Online and Data-Base Research
The first step used in the process was to verify the business status and find out which
of the 147 businesses where still in business and which had closed. A key determinant
was whether the business had an active listing or web presence on the internet. To find
Using google to search for the business name and/or owner name(s) we searched online
websites, public records for business openings/closings, chambers of commerce listings,
and the owner names/last known business addresses to update notes on ownership or new
point of contact for the business. There were instances where we found businesses had
new (non-family) owners listed on websites, but in most cases an active website was
evidence of ownership continuity. Information found related to any of the 147 businesses
were catalogued into new database. Information obtained, such as websites, social media
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platforms, the names and number of current family owners, updated contact information
and any other notes on the business found online were added to the database.
For businesses that did not have an online presence such as a website or business
listing, the following indicators were used to determine a business had closed: 1) lack of
online business listing/information, 2) discontinuance of financial reporting, 3) public
announcements of the business “closing” via business website or other listing agent, 4)
other evidence such as legal documents describing the business liquidation.
Next steps included contacting the businesses to verify ownership status and the
number of current family owners. Calls made to each of the businesses used a brief
survey protocol and script (see Appendix C). When a business phone number was no
longer in service attempts were made to contact the owner directly. Any new
information, including new family owners, were recorded. Through this process a third
category, comprised of businesses that were still in-business but were sold (to a nonfamily member), emerged. When possible, notes were taken in relationship to the year
and conditions that prompted the sale. Once the data were sorted into the business status
groups, textual analysis began. Below is a brief description of each of the procedures
used.
First-Order Coding
Once the business status was determined and the responses were sorted into
categories the principal investigator and a hired research analyst began to immerse
themselves in the data using inductive coding procedures. As described earlier one of the
major tenets of grounded theory methodology is theoretical sensitivity. According to the
Glaser (1998) this involves the researcher deriving analytic categories which are directly
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“grounded” in the data, not from a preconceived theory. One advantage of this data is
found in the open-ended nature of the questions. Therefore, this type of research is
iterative, often using multiple methods of analysis which allow category to “emerge”
from the data versus “forcing” the analysis from pre-existing theory. Two types of
coding procedures were used at this stage of the analysis: In vivo and descriptive coding.
In Vivo and Descriptive Coding
Following open coding methods, specifically descriptive and in vivo, our main goal
at this stage was to look at the responses and describe, “What is going on here?” “What is
this about?” (Saldana, 2013, p. 87; also see Miles & Huberman, 1994). Using in vivo
(word for word phrases or exact words) and descriptive (coding used to summarize
overall meaning of text segment) coding. The unit of analysis in this first stage was at the
sentence level. Instructions were followed by the principal investigator and hired analyst
for this stage of analysis. During this review, each researcher analyzed and coded the
text according to key words or descriptive phrases found in the text independently. Once
all independent reviews were completed, the principal investigator compared the coding
results between the two independent reviews and noted (line by line) where there were
similarities and differences in codes.
To resolve differences that emerge throughout the coding process micro-analysis
(see Corbin & Strauss, 2015) of the text and collaborative discussion among the research
team was used. When consensus is not achieved, in vivo codes were selected over
descriptive codes. This basic approach was used to maintain the tenets of theoretical
sensitivity (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) throughout the early stages of the analytic process.
For example, if in one instance a researcher used the descriptive code “employee
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relations” while another used an in vivo code “care about employees” upon comparison,
the codes would favor use of the in vivo code “care about employees” as it more directly
transferred the communicated meaning of the actor/participant.
Following Charmaz’s (2006) description, this stage began with focused coding to
determine which of the initial codes made the most sense to define categories. At this
stage in some instances, text segments remained simultaneously coded because of
associations that were determined to link one concept to another (such as “hard-working”
and “dedicated”) (Miles & Huberman, 1994). These were cross listed (e.g.,
hardworking/dedicated) at this point as it was unclear if the relationship between these
concepts would be theoretically important during final stages of analysis. Using this
approach to focused coding, 194 codes were reduced to 49 codes in the in-business
responses and 171 codes were reduced to 33 in the out of business responses.
Second-Order Coding
Following Holton and Walsh (2017) during the second stage of the analysis,
efforts focused on identifying salient categories within and across groups to begin
“delimiting the data” to core categories (p.53). Analysts moved toward creating core
categories through examining the relationships between and among saturated codes.
Following Glaser and Strauss (1967) both qualitative and quantitative methods were used
to better understand these differences and similarities. During this process the data
occasionally emerged as a fit in one or more categories. In cases where it was unclear to
which category the data belonged, data was cross-coded and assigned to one or more
categories. Through this process, of comparing in- and-out of business codes, the
responses were clustered and regrouped into major coding themes across both data sets.
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The codes for the in-business responses were reduced from 49 to 20 codes and the out of
business responses were reduced from 33 to 17 codes.
Axial Coding
First, following Charmaz’s (2006) description of axial coding, the relationships
between codes were examined. Adding a third researcher at this stage, we began to look
at how codes “fit” together in initial groups or categories. This was based on associative
schemes in which analysts sought to determine relationships between and among
dominant category codes and sub-categories which resided within these codes. Analysts
generated diagrams of core categories and discussed and mapped relationships as they
emerged. For example, hard work was grouped with related codes such as “work-ethic”
and “follow-through” and relabeled as at the second-order code “family work ethic” in
the in-business group and “owner work ethic” in the out-of- business group based on
contextual factors which included to whom the identified the actors associated the “work
ethic” to belong. (The final tables with selected illustrations are provided in Appendix A.)
During rigorous analysis initial descriptive codes were grouped into salient
focused categories (see Charmaz, 2006). The main goal in this stage was to reduce the
complexity of initial coding by following Eisenhardt’s (1989) description of “saturation”
as determined by evidence of three or more instances of a particular code.
Reviewing the data tables in this way, ensured consistency in categorization and
saturation across both data sets (in and out-of-business) for initial codes. Comparing
emerging categories in both data sets resulted in five major categories in which the
second order codes were sorted: Business Strategy, Relationships, Ownership, Business
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Characteristics and Family Owner Values. Categories found in this analysis were used
in the “between-group” analysis described below.
Between Group Analyses
Following Glaser and Strauss Classic GT approach (1967) both qualitative and
quantitative methods were used to best understand these differences and similarities
between the coding of the in and out of business groups. A meta-analysis of the coding
data (between groups) follows Corbin’s description of a type of theoretical sampling
(Corbin & Strauss, 2015) in which a researcher may go back to the data itself and
reorganize codes according to theoretically relevant concepts and discard others which
are not relevant or do not meet requirements of theoretical saturation. How data was
gathered and analyzed by researchers informed next steps, and any additional data
especially related to the sample and demographics in each group (gender, size of
business, number of family in business etc.…) may be used to understand emerging
concepts. Questions of theoretical sampling include,
● What new questions have emerged based on this analysis? and,
● What data do I have, or can I get access to that can help answer these questions?
(Holton & Walsh, 2017).
Holton and Walsh express one way to overcome methodological blocks (moving from a
traditionally deductive method) is found in the researcher’s ability to ensure the method
follows the pillars of GT, emergence, constant comparative analysis, and theoretical
sampling (Holton & Walsh, 2017).
The main goal in this stage is to reach informed saturation and reduce complexity
of initial coding (Eisenhardt, 1989). Reviewing the data tables in this way, will hopefully
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achieve consistency in categorization and saturation across both data sets (in-and out-ofbusiness). The goal was to move back and forth between the data sets comparing the
emerging categories and begin determining theoretical relationships among the themes.
These findings are described in depth in following chapter.
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Chapter 4: Key Findings
Early Findings: A Longitudinal Study on Family SME Survival
Of the 147 business owners that responded to the open text questions, the number
of family SMEs in-business (n=65) and those determined closed or out-of-business
(n=62) at nearly the same, however during this study a third category of business
emerged which was those which were found in-business but sold to another business
family (n=20) who were unrelated and independent from those whom had previously
completed the survey. In summary, from this time consuming, yet necessary process, this
study determined that 65 businesses that had remained in-business and still owned by
original “business families” (43.5%) and 62 business which were determined out-ofbusiness (42.9%) and 20 businesses that were still in-business but sold to other, nonfamily owners (13.6%).
Although this finding is incidental to other findings in the research it is also worth
noting that it contests the very long-standing statistics about family firm survival which
predicts only 30% of family firms survive into a second generation. In this case, after
twenty years a majority of the businesses (when including only those which remained in
original family ownership) were a dominant majority (n=65) at 44% surpasses the
existing accepted rate of ownership continuity by nearly 15%. When combined with
those businesses that were found to be continued but sold the percentage of surviving
businesses, which is (n=85) at 58%, increases to nearly double the accepted rate of
survival for small to medium sized family-owned firms.
Depending on how family ownership is identified, using narrow or broad
definitions, the survival statistic in this study appears to be much greater than the
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accepted numbers, and proves to offer unique insights into perceived factors and/or
characteristic which may contribute to continuity of ownership within a family group.
In addition to this finding specific to family-owned firms, other factors which are
of interest to small business survival were also explored. Using the average responses
across each group (in-and out -of -business) demographics originally collected in the
Family Business Survey (Sorenson et. al, 2008) were extrapolated and used to compare
the “likeness” of each group. (See table 1 below). Only a handful of factors, which are of
interest to Family SME survival are reported. Although these factors (average age of the
business; number of years in business; current generation) are being used in this study
compare the still in-business and out-of-business groups further study. It is beyond the
scope of this research, to understand whether these factors are true predictors of
continuity, however this could be a line of inquiry for future studies.
Table 1
Comparison of Key Demographics Related to Continuity in Family Firms
In-Business Group Out-of-Business
Sold- Still in
Demographic Factors
(n=65)
Group (n=62)
Business (n=20)
Average Number of
family working in the 3
2.2
2.8
business
Average number of
years the Business was 22.5
15
25
in Operation
Average Generation in 1.9
1.6
1.9
Business
Intent to pass the
69%
38%
45%
business on to the next
generation
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Key Insights in Early Analyses
There were several key insights during the early stages of analysis which informed
next steps. Looking at differences and similarities between the two groups, several key
insights emerged. First, in relationship to the In-Business group, family involved in the
business was slightly higher than other groups. Second, the life cycle or generation of
family owners was also worth noting as there was no difference between the In-Business
and Sold-In-Business group (on average reporting 2nd generation), and the Out-ofBusiness group on average was only slightly lower indicating a much stronger
transgenerational ownership structure than anticipated. Finally, perhaps one of the more
dynamic results, was found in the fact that family owners who reported an intent to
succeed or pass the business on to next generation owners (69%) were more likely to still
be owners in the business and/or successfully have passed the business onto the
generation than those who did not express this intent. Below, each of these findings are
explored in more detail.
Family Embeddedness
As noted in the table above, there are factors which are important to
understanding continuity in family firms. One such factor is family embeddedness or the
number of family working in the business. In some studies, the embeddedness of the
family owners in the family firm has been used to measure the amount “familiness” in the
firm or the overlap between the family and business system. In some cases, this can
contribute to a shared identity between the family owners and the business which some
scholars have argued offer owners added value which is non-financial and related to the
family owner’s identity and/or the social status as business owners (Gomez- Mejia et al.,
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2007; Berrone, et al., 2012). This social status is described to include aspects of family
control, shared identity, binding emotional ties, and the ability to renew these ties across
generations. Based on this chart, on average, the number of family members directly
involved is greatest in the “in-Business” group, followed by the “sold-business” with the
lowest average number of family members in the “out-of-business group. Considering
the point of view of the family owners, this trend makes sense as it indicates that with
greater family involvement in the firm, there is potentially a greater sense of family
control, shared identity, and an emotional tie to the business.
Lifecycles
Other implications of this number of family members in the business are tied to
assumptions regarding succession and the nature of multi-and transgenerational business
leadership and ownership. Based on the numbers reported in Table 1 above related to the
average years in business and generation in the business, the dominant profile of the
businesses in this study were those which may be considered trans- or multi-generational
in all three of the survival categories. With an average number of “years in business” for
the in-business group at 22.5 years and the average for the out-of-business group at 15
years at the time the survey was completed (nearly 20 years ago), it makes sense to
assume most of the businesses identified as still in-business would have made a
successful transition to next-generation owners, while those in the out-of-business group
retired.
According to generational theory and life cycles in the family firm, family owners
are tasked with navigating a parallel process in which the business growth must be staged
and timed with next generation growth and development. This can often become more
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difficult to do as family branches of dispersed owners may increase with each
generational transition. Furthermore, in emerging research, in families which have high
Entrepreneurial Orientation (E.O.) growth in family owners may result in spin-offs or
new seed companies (Zellweger et al., 2011). Therefore, it is possible that owners of
businesses in the out-of-business category may also have helped the next generation start
new businesses. This is especially true when considering businesses identified as “sold.”
Based on the numbers reported in Table 1 related to the average years in business and
generation in the business, the dominant profile of these businesses was that which may
be considered trans- or multi-generational in all three survival categories (e.g., inbusiness, sold, out-of-business). Furthermore, respondents reported the current
“generation in business” which on average was between 1.5 to 1.9 generations suggesting
most of the businesses were second generation businesses at the time of the study. Based
on the average years in business and the average “generation” the dominant profile of
these businesses may be considered trans- or multi-generational.
Succession Intent
One last area to consider in this table is related to the family owner’s intent to pass
the business on to the next generation. Based on the trends reflected in Table 1 above,
which shows (69%) of respondents still “in-business” still in business expressed an intent
to pass the business on to the next generation. In contrast only 38% of the businesses
determined out of business articulated an intent to succeed as a Family SME. While
more work needs to be done to see what interrelated factors may contribute to ownership
continuity in family firms, it is apparent that the intent to pass the business on to the next
generation has a strong relationship to family owner continuity.
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In summary, based on the longitudinal analysis of key characteristics, all groups
appear to trend toward being multigenerational, having more than one family member
working in the business, and would be characterized as “mature” businesses with proven
success at the time the original study. The only factor that stood out as a difference when
comparing the in and out of business groups was the high percentage of the in-business
group (69%) who responded as having “an intent to pass the business to the next
generation,” which was much lower in the out-of-business group (38%). This suggests a
strong relationship between the family owner perspective on generational succession and
generational continuity. Furthermore, when comparing the survival rates of the
businesses in the study (44% of family businesses studied were determined to be inbusiness and remained in family control) to the widely accepted statistic which predicts
only 30% of family firms survive into a second generation, a closer examination, which
includes ownership attitudes and perspectives on the business is needed.
To better understand ownership perspectives in relationship to ownership
continuity, a qualitative examination of open-ended responses to factors that contributed
to the success or challenges of the being a “family-owned business” were analyzed in
groups. Using the outcome groups as a basis for analysis, the principal research and
hired analyst began a recursive process of coding, evaluating, and comparing codes
across all three groups. In the following, each stage of the analysis (early, middle, final)
is described followed by tables and illustrations which show key findings that contribute
to the conceptual model of the Collaborative Family Firm.
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A Quantitative Analysis of Themes
At this stage, researchers were most interested in testing thematic saturation of the
emerging categories found in the between group analysis. These codes were revaluated
and clustered together to form themes. Using the known factors and characteristics that
emerged in prior coding, themes were evaluated based on how the overall categories that
were clustered together could best be described to anchor a general concept or theme.
After themes were labeled, a deductive approach, which involved using quantitative
measures of the identified themes and categories, was used to compare true differences
between the groups by theme.
Initially, tables were constructed into two groups: In-and out-of-business. However,
through iterations of the data a third category emerged, which allowed differentiation of
businesses who were found to still be in-business but sold to new owners.4 These new
owners had no relation to the original family owners interviewed, and therefore were
determined to be a better fit as and collapsed into the out-of-business group. Therefore,
in this analysis the "in-business" group is n=65 and in the "out-of-business group is n=82.
Because of the variance in the number of respondents, the following quantitative analyses
were used to best compare the themes:
•

Frequency-number of times responses were coded as a category/sub-category

4

In the Appendix, I provide a case table which preserves the cases in three groups: In -Business, Out-ofBusiness, and Sold. In the quantitative analysis, all scenarios were examined—first using the three discrete
groups and next, collapsing the “sold” and “out of businesses.” During later stages, when the “sold”
comments were combined with “out-of-business” data and it was determined that the information provided
by the owners (in terms of categories and themes) were a strong “fit” and provided saturation of the
existing comments “out-of-business” categories. Although it is beyond the scope of this paper, these
groups and possible differences between them could be further analyzed using quantitative methods.
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•

Comparison between groups-percent of participants that contributed to
categories/subcategories the themes

•

Comparison within themes-percent of responses that contributed to
categories/sub-categories within the theme

To track respondent contributions, comments included in the categories were followed by
case numbers. Full tables of these themes and the comments attributed to categories
within the themes for each group can be found in the appendix.
To finalize the themes and categories, codes from the previous analyses were colorcoded perceived relationships among emerging categories. After codes had been
clustered into a group based on these relationships, a theme label was determined.
Although variations in the type and frequency of comments between groups had
previously been noted, assigning coded comments (categories) to a general theme
enabled analysts to measure true differences between the two groups. Below we offer a
summary of these themes and the measured differences within the themes and between
the groups.
Thematic Analysis Overview
Five identified themes were used in the quantitative analysis: Business Strategy,
Relationships, Ownership, Business Characteristic; Family Owner Values. To measure
differences the percent of respondents (% of participants in each group whose comments
were included in categories) and percent of responses (% of comments in each category
which contributed to the overall theme) were used to compare the saturation of categories
within the theme and to compare the saturation of categories between the in and out of
business groups.
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Frequency of the Themes
In the bar graph below, the % of respondents who commented on themes in each
group are represented in blue and red. In this chart and all subsequent charts, the inbusiness (IB) responses are noted in blue, and out-of-business (OB) responses are noted
in red.
In general, the Family Owner Values theme had the greatest differences
(approximately 36%) when comparing the number of respondents in each group, that
contributed to the theme. Other themes that showed notable differences included
Relationships (25%) and Ownership (23%). Business Strategy was the most evenly
represented theme across the two groups, with only a 10% difference in the number of
comments between the two groups.
Figure 1
Percent of Respondents who Contributed to Themes
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Table 2
Percent of Difference Between Groups Contributing to Themes
Themes
Business Strategy
Business Characteristics
Ownership
Relationships
Family Owner Values
Denominator

IB (# of
0B (# of
IB%
OB%
Difference
comments) comments)
27
25 41.54% 30.49%
11.05%
28
16 43.08% 19.51%
23.56%
24
12 36.92% 14.63%
22.29%
43
35 66.15% 42.68%
23.47%
33
17 50.77% 24.39%
26.38%
65
82

Through looking at themes in this way, a general sense of theme structuration was
verified.
Next, the categories within the themes were compared. At this point any categories
that too few comments to meet saturation rules5 were discarded or collapsed with one that
was closely related. For example, in the Family Owner Values theme there were multiple
words/word phrases used to label value categories. In some cases, participants may have
used the value category labels interchangeably (e.g., trust and honesty). In these
instances, the coding examples were collapsed into a category that retained both terms
and all comments which had one or both of terms were grouped together retaining a
"hitched” label (e.g., trust/honesty).
The analyses of the remaining categories involved comparing the in-and out-ofbusiness data sets to better understand true differences in the frequency (number of
instances that categories in each theme were mentioned) and saturation (percentage of
responses, based on overall number in each group, that contributed to each theme). This

5

The basic rule of thumb was categories with less than 3 comments in either group were discarded or
collapsed into another category.
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was derived by taking the unique number of participants whose comments contributed to
the theme divided by the number of participants in the overall group.
Business Strategy
The theme Business Strategy was made up of seven categories: Competition,
Environmental Challenges, Financial Strategy, Growth Success, Growth Challenges,
Working with Professionals, Strategic Management. In terms of frequency there were 27
comments in the IB group and 25 comments in the OB group. While the theme is well
represented across the two groups, there were differences in categories between the two
datasets. For example, the category Competition is only found in the out-of-business
dataset. Likewise, the category Working with Professionals is only found in the inbusiness dataset. These are illustrated in Figure 2 below. In terms of saturation
(measured through examining the number of participant's whose comments), the overall
% of respondents for the theme were approximately 30% for the out-of-business group
and approximately 41% for the in-Business group as illustrated in Table 2.
Key Insights. Upon further examination the saturation of the categories within the
theme provided an opportunity to further insights on similarities and differences. These
are illustrated below in Figure 2. When comparing the categories in this way there are
notable distinctions. For example, the category Competition, which was characterized
through comments as a positive (success competing) and negative (challenges competing)
attribute, was only found in the out-of-business responses. Comments made by
participants included those which highlighted challenge in competition. One participant
reflected, “Big businesses (like Walmart) are driving the small business-people out.”
Comments also indicated success attributed to the ability “to be competitive with

56

Toward a Theory of the Collaborative Family Firm

priorities and a business plan with goal-oriented people.” To further examine whether the
concept of competition existed in the “In-Business” group, software was used to search
for the following set of words: Competition, compete, competing. No comments directly
or indirectly spoke to the category of “competition” in the “In-Business” group as shown
below in Figure 2.
Likewise, comments related to having a focus on Strategic Management and
Working with Professionals categories, were unique to the in-business responses. These
categories were found to be closely related and were characterized by comments which
focused on the practice of diversifying and developing the business through strategic
partnerships (e.g., working with consultants, industry partners, and recruiting and hiring
non-family leaders in the business were only found in the in-business group).
Figure 2
Percent of Responses by Category Contributing to Business Strategy
BU SINESS ST R AT EGY: % O F T HE M E
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Comments made by participants which contributed to the Working with
Professionals category included those which described hiring professionals to help fill
identified gaps in knowledge or skills (hiring CPAs, Lawyers, etc.). One owner reflected
on this practice as an imperative for growth saying, “Our company, to take the next step,
will have to welcome non-family members in the decision/risk taking process.”
Additionally, comments made in the Strategic Management category, focused on
resources (financial, expertise, etc...) which needed and used to grow the business. As
one participant commented, “…partnership affords flexibility to business capital and
structure.” Another participant commented on growth through a focus on deepening
“specialization” and/ or broadening to “diversify” the business offerings. To further
examine whether the concept of working with professionals as strategic partners existed
in the out-of-business group, software was used to search for the following set of words:
partnership, specialization, non-family managers. No comments directly or indirectly
spoke to the categories Working with Professionals and/or Strategic Management in the
out-of-business group.
Finally, there was a notable difference in how each group discussed the category
Growth. The in-business comments about growth were generally positive and focused
successes. More than one commented associated the succession of the next generation
with these outcomes stating, "Dad had no other employees, now we have 20." In
contrast, the out-of-business comments on growth were generally focused on
disappointments and/or challenges to growth. One participant stated that, "Risk and cost
of growth have not been worth it." Therefore, in Figure 2 the categories are distinctly
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labeled, "Growth Success" and “Growth Challenges" to reflect the differentiated attitudes
and beliefs about growth expressed by the family owners.
Relationships
The theme Relationships was made up of six categories: Customer Relationships,
Care and Concern, Customer Satisfaction, Employee Relations, Positive Family
Dynamics, Negative Family Dynamics. Once again, analyses used frequency and
saturation to compare the themes in each dataset. There were 44 comments in the IB
group and 35 comments in the OB group. Saturation of the theme Relationships were
approximately 68% for the in-business group and approximately 43% for the out-ofbusiness group as depicted in Table 2.
Key Insights. Further examination the categories provided additional insights on
similarities and differences between the two groups. These are illustrated in Figure 3.
There were unique categories in each dataset. When comparing the categories in this way
there are notable distinctions. For example, the category Care and Concern for
Customers, one participant reflected that they "cared" for customers and "knew their
family." Another stated that the owners had "close relationships” to them [customers] and
that they [customers] cared about her [the owner] in a similar way. While these
comments were not of high frequency, they stood out as being unique to the in-business
responses and illustrated a personal bond in the relationship between the customer and
family owner(s). The care and concern expressed for customers in the in-business group
was a small but unique category. To further examine if the attribute of care and concern
were mentioned in relationship to customers in the out of business group, software was
used to search for the following words: Care, caring, concern. The terms care and
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concern were not found in the out-of-business group but instead words such as courtesy
to customers and commitment were used (See Appendix A and B for the full table of
responses used in the quantitative analysis).
Another category in this theme worth mentioning is Family Dynamics. Although
comments related to family dynamics were found in both groups, this category was
differentiated in the way participants described family involvement and other family
dynamics. The in-business group described Family Dynamics as successfully managing
family relationships and leveraging the benefits of family involvement in the business. In
contrast the out-of-business group described Family Dynamics as the inability or need to
manage family personalities, conflicts and/or the need to mitigate these in the business.
Figure 3
Percent of Responses by Category Contributing to Relationships
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For example, one participant in the in-business group described Family Dynamics
highlighting how “strong family relationships” were replicated in their business by their
commitment “to treat employees like family.” The association between having strong
family relationship and being able to leverage these to forge strong business relationships
is implied by the owners’ perception of the employees as “family.” Another IB
participant also commented on the interconnectivity that familial relationships have on
business relationships stating, "I believe all will be affected by the relationship and
personality differences in family members. I understand that is true among ALL
workers, but familial relationships can have even a larger impact because of the
intimacies involved." This statement indicates that the awareness and ability to manage
relational dynamics, which includes not only family but “ALL workers,” is key to the
business outcomes. Finally, one IB participant simply surmised that success came from
the ability to avoiding letting “personal family agendas inflict hardship on the business."
In these comments, and others, the ability to leverage and manage family relationships in
the interest of the collective versus the individual was described as key to business
success.
In contrast, the out-of-business comments in the Family Dynamics category focused
on the need to minimize family involvement/influence to mitigate the negative impact
family dynamics had on the family and the business. One owner commented on the
negative impact on the business stating, “strong conflict of how to run the business
[between the next and founding generation] and the business closed.” Another
commented on the negative impact these dynamics had among family owners stating,
“personalities played a major role if family members worked in close proximity to one
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another,” and that in-law conflicts were due to jealousy as one side of the family seemed
“to work less and has more material possessions.” Finally, a third simply expressed a
belief that, “Minimum family involvement in the business will strengthen the business.”
In these selected comments, and others, reducing the family influence/involvement in the
business was associated with mitigating family liability and negative impacts of the
family dynamics.
One final category worth discussing in this theme is Employee Relations. Looking at
Figure 3, each group (IB= 39% and OB 34%) have similar frequency in terms of the
number of comments made in this category. However, a noticeable difference can be
found upon closer examination of the sub-categories (first-order codes) used to develop
the category (a side-by-side view of the category found in the Tables included in
Appendix A and B) there are some meaningful differences in the type and number of
comments made related to employees. While 6 out of 62 (approximately 10%)
participants in the IB group made a comment on long-term employee relationships, in the
OB responses there was only 1 person who contributed to this category. In these
comments, family business owners referred to employees as “being like family.” Another
commented that non-family employees were “related” through the business. Several
others described the relationship between the family owners and employees as “longterm.” Some also indicated having long- low employee turnover offering the average
number of years for their employees’ tenure being that of 10 years.
Ownership
The theme Ownership was made up of six categories: Developing Successor,
Failed Development of Successors, Owner Expertise/Business Knowledge, Work Ethic,
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Family Owner Continuity, Owner Commitment/Satisfaction. Once again, analyses started
with counting the frequency in which respondents from each group contributed to these
categories. While the theme is well represented across the two groups, what is interesting
to note is that there were differences in each group related to the categories which held
some important insights regarding the overall ownership point of view when considering
strategy. In terms of raw numbers of comments made the groups were evenly
represented: There were 24 comments in the IB group and 12 comments in the OB group.
Saturation of the theme Ownership was measured through examining the number of
participant's whose comments were included in the theme for each group. In this case, the
overall % of respondents for the theme Ownership were approximately 15% for the outof-business group and approximately 37% for the in-business group as illustrated in
Table 2.
Key Insights. A closer examination of the Developing Successors category within
the Ownership theme provided further insight on similarities and differences between the
two groups. These are illustrated below in Figure 4. For example, when comparing the
categories related to developing successors, there is a noticeable difference between the
two groups, in how this was discussed in each group. Participants from the in-business
made multiple comments on developing successors, which were characterized in
comments related to training, education, and the next generation already working in the
business. Comments in this category for the in-business group were high, contributing
approximately 25% of the overall theme. In contrast, few comments regarding
“developing successors” were made in the out-of-business group contributing less than
5% of the overall theme. In fact, another category emerged because of difference in how
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the out-of-business participants discussed developing successor. This category was
labeled “Failed Development of Successors” and was characterized by comments related
to failed execution on a succession plan, a lack of interest or conflict of interest in
bringing a family successor onboard, and a choice for a non-family leader to replace
current family leader. Comments in the category for the out-of-business group were high,
approximately 25% of the overall theme.
Another category within the Ownership theme with noticeable differences is found in
Owner Expertise/Business Knowledge. This category was defined by comments
regarding “personal knowledge of the business,” or having an expert and/or specialized
training (degrees in a specific field). Comments in this category for the out-of-business
group were high, contributing approximately 25% of the overall theme. These findings
suggest that from an ownership perspective, the knowledge needed to lead the family
business successfully, may have external and regulatory requirements (e.g., industry,
trade, or professional degrees or training). In contrast, few comments regarding Owner
Expertise were made by participants in the In-Business Group contributing less than 5%
of the overall theme. These results indicate that from the owners’ perspective, knowledge
or expertise needed to successfully run the business was largely controlled internally by
the current family owners.
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Figure 4
Percent of Responses by Category Contributing to Ownership
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Business Characteristics
The theme Business Characteristics was made up of five categories: Ownership
Orientation, Decision Making, Business Ownership, Small Business Startup and
Multigenerational. Once again, analyses started with counting the frequency in which
respondents from each group contributed to these categories. In terms of the raw numbers
the first notable difference can be found in the number of comments made by each of the
group’s participants. The IB group had 28 comments whereas the OB group had only 16.
In this case, the overall % of respondents who contributed to the theme within the IB
group was 43% and for the out-of-business group this was much lower at only
approximately 20%. These differences can be found in Table 2.
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Key Insights. Upon closer examination of the categories in the Business
Characteristics theme, there were two that were unique to the in-business group:
Multigenerational and Ownership Orientation. These are illustrated below in Figure 5.
Both Ownership Orientation and Multigenerational categories represented approximately
18% of comments that contributed to the overall theme. The category Multigenerational
was defined by comments made about two or more generations working in the business
together. Comments in the Multigenerational category included those describing the
junior and senior generation in active owner-manager roles. In some cases, these were
described as parent-child dyads. In other cases, these included descriptions of spousal
copreneurs, sibling partners and cousins working together. This characteristic was not
mentioned in the out-of-business group.
Figure 5
Percent of Responses by Category Contributing to Business Characteristics
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Similarly, the category Ownership, defined by comments which expressed owner
attitudes about the relationship between the family and business, were only mentioned in
the in-business group. Comments in this category reflected the interconnectedness of the
owning family to the business. As one participant said, “The business revolves around
our family, at the same time our family revolves around the business.” Another
participant described a symbiotic relationship between the family and business stating,
“Take care of the business and the business will take care of your family.” The described
intertwinement between the family owners and the business was only found among the
in-business responses suggesting the overlap between family owners and the business
were key to business longevity.
Other notable areas of difference were found in the categories Business
Ownership and Small Business. The category Small Business was defined by comments
which described the business as either a “small business” and/or "small in size." In one
example, a family owner described size as a challenge in being competitive stating, “We
are a small business. Big businesses (like Walmart) are driving the small businesspeople
out.” In another example, a family business owner described the relationship between the
family group and the size of the business, “In a small business such as ours, each family
member brought unique skills and experiences to the business.” In other comments, being
small (in size) was associated with being a newer business. As one participant noted,
“This is a very small start-up family business.” Both IB (26%) and OB (57%) comments
contribute to this category, however a higher number of comments (more than double)
was found in the OB group suggesting that from the owners’ point of view, being a small
business had a strong impact on business successes and/or challenges.
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Likewise, the category Business Ownership was defined by comments which
referred to ownership structure (partnerships or consortiums) or simply stating the
amount of ownership held by family and non-family members. For example, one
respondent commented, “Stock is held by family members only.” Similarly, another
participant commented that their business was “Run mostly by husband/wife team with
help from grown children when needed.” A third reflected their business was disperse in
terms of ownership and location stating the business “is privately owned and operated by
two equal shareholders. Business has three offices in other cities…” Another associated
ownership to decision making: “My husband and I, who are 50% owners, are not related
to the woman who is the manager. She and her husband own the other 50%. We are all
equally involved in making major decisions, but very limited in the day-to-day
operations.” While both the IB (19%) and OB (31%) had comments contributing to this
category, a higher number of comments (nearly double) was found in the OB group
suggesting that from the owners’ point of view, ownership structure was an important
factor in their business success and/or challenge.
One final area worth noting that was similar in terms of frequency between the
two groups was the category of Decision-Making. This category was equally represented
in both groups contributing 19% of the comments to the overall theme. Decision making
was defined by comments that ranged from the majority in the out-of-business group
describing decision-making as an individual activity. One participant noted, " Only one
person should be able to make certain decisions....", while another simply stated, "Only
one person has authority on decision-making." While some comments in the in-business
group echoed this sentiment, others contrasted with a more collaborative perspective
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related to decision-making. In the words of one family business owner, " I, as the CEO
with my wife, pretty much make final decisions, we tell all employees if they have an
idea, tell us, we may not agree or accept it, be we are willing to listen and consider."
Another owner shared, "We believe in building relationships and base decisions on
profits over the long term. Our company, in order to take the next step, will have to
welcome non-family members in the decision/risk taking process and we will have to
become better trainers and communicators of expectations and results."
These comments suggest that collaborative decision-making processes used
among owners (e.g. spousal copreneurs, parent/child dyad working in the business
together) may extend to other in the business as well (employees, non-family leaders,
external advisors/consultants.) This finding is also supported by the unique sub-category
of multiple family working in the business found in the previously mentioned
Multigenerational category.
Family Owner Values
The Family Owner Values theme was made up of the most categories when
compared to the other themes. At this stage comments in the values were often cross
coded with comments grouped in other themes (e.g., comments of care and concern
overlap with comments in the Relationship theme). These occurrences are noted in the
full theme tables (see Appendix A and B) with a double asterisk. Family Owner Values
categories were also often "paired" by associations made by the respondents. There were
seven categories in the Family Owner Values theme: Care/Concern, Quality/Service,
Fairness, Honesty/Integrity, Community, Trust/Respect, Professionalism and Efficiency.
Once again, analyses started with counting the frequency in which respondents from each
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group contributed to these categories. In terms of the raw numbers the first notable
difference can be found in the number of comments made by each of the group’s
participants. The in-business group had 33 comments contributing to the overall theme,
whereas the out-of-business group had only 20. In this case, the overall % of respondents
who contributed to the theme within the in-business group was 51% and for the out-ofbusiness group this was much lower at only approximately 24%. These differences can
be found in Table 1. This is the largest difference found between the two groups with
approximately 26% more comments being made related to owner values indicating that
the IB respondents had more readily considered values as a key component to their
overall business success.
Figure 6
Percent of Responses by Category Contributing to Owner Values
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Key Insights. Upon closer examination of the categories in the Owner Values
theme, there were two that were unique for the in-business group. These were the
categories of Care/Concern and Support Community. These are illustrated above in
Figure 6. The Care/Concern category represented approximately 15% of comments that
contributed to the overall theme. As this was the one of most disperse themes in terms of
the number of categories, holding nearly 15% of the theme makes this category, for the
In-Business group, the third highest mentioned value category. The category
Care/Concern in the Family Owner Value theme was characterized as having “personal”
relationships with employees, customers, and the community.
For example, one participant commented: We have no doubt that the success of
our business is our employees. We care about them both personally and professionally.”
Another participant expanded this beyond employees to include customers and industry
partners (e.g., suppliers) commenting: “We care a lot about our employees and recognize
that it is critical that ‘you take care of the people that take care of you’ i.e., employees,
suppliers, and customers.” A third simply talked about customers sharing, “Our business
started with personal service and a personal knowledge of our customers. We cared for
them, knew their family.” This category really focused on describing the personal nature
of the family owners’ relationships and was unique to the in-business responses. The
Support Community category only had two comments but was included here as these two
categories share an overall sense of meaning when considering the way in which the
family owners talked about care and concern.
In contrast to the unique values of care and concern found in the in-business
group, there was a unique category Efficiency found in the out-of-business group.
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Efficiency was described family owners as having both positive and negative
connotations. One owner commented their business was successful due to “Loyal,
efficient management. Efficient and organized work systems.” Another commented
similarly saying success came from their “Review [of] profit/loss for opportunities to be
more efficient/stingy.” Finally, a third described efficiency as part of an ongoing effort to
compete, reflecting success came from their “Efficiency and aggressiveness about new
markets.” This category constituted 15% of the overall theme of Owner Values in the OB
group, shared for the second highest ranking in the overall theme.
The highest category in both the IB and OB groups was the Quality/Service
category. The OB group came in with a slightly stronger relationship to the theme with
Quality/Service constituting approximately 32% of the theme for the OB group, with the
same category in the IB rating slightly lower at 27%. Additionally, the next highest rated
category was Honesty/Integrity which the IB group rated at approximately 21% and the
OB group rated approximately 16%. These similarities and differences help inform the
final analyses, wherein the focus shifted from defining categories to defining
relationships among the categories using a theoretical lens.
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Final Stage Analysis: Theoretical Dimensions
Following Glaser & Strauss (1967) and Charmaz (2006) final stages of analyses
considered all that had been learned from the prior research stages. At this point in the
research most of the theoretical questions (i.e., What is going on here? What does this
mean?) have been asked (Holton & Walsh, 2017). In final stages of analyses, the focus
was on theoretical sorting, saturation, and coding of aggregate dimensions.
According to Holton & Walsh (2017) theoretical saturation is achieved when
comparisons of conceptual indicators yield no new theoretical specification or elaboration
(p.117). Latent patterns are recognized, and core categories have been conceptualized as
some type of theoretical code (a process, continuum, typology). At this stage theoretical
questions will help the researcher see process and variation between concepts begins
(Corbin & Strauss, 2015). Questions such as, how does one concept or factor relate or
compares to another? What are the larger structural/system level issues affect what I am
learning about? And how do the similarities and differences between these factors
explain or help answer the guiding question?
Research efforts in the final stages focused on identifying dominant variables and
the relationships between and among these variables. At this point substantive theory
was introduced into the coding process. Additional to the prior coding of data, researcher
memos, notes and any other documents developed in earlier stages of analysis were also
reviewed (Holton & Walsh, 2017). Special attention was placed on seeking to
understand and reconstruct the relationship among dimensions and properties
(characteristics or attributes) that may have become disconnected during earlier coding
cycles and integrating findings into an emergent theory. Analysts considered all previous
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coding work (in-vivo, descriptive, and focused codes) to determine how coding
categories were unique, and when/if they shared commonalties across both groups.
During this process, the goal is to reduce the number of categories and to identify those
which best explained or helped explain differences between the in- and out-of- business
groups.
Final stages of analysis considered all learned from the prior research stages, and
these insights were used to develop theoretical codes relevant to each group. During this
phase researchers sought to reconnect the dimensions and properties (characteristics or
attributes) that may have become disconnected during earlier coding cycles. Special
attention was paid to context and the relationship between codes in ways that helped
explain the when, how, and why these coded categories were similar or different
(Charmaz, 2006; Saldana, 2013). Special attention was given to making sense of codes
that were unique to either the in- or out-of-business responses.
This was an iterative process that re-considered in-vivo, descriptive, focused, and
selected codes (those which had been identified in the quantitative analysis as
representing unique factors in each group). During this process, the number of categories
was reduced, and themes were reconfigured to best reflect the emerging theoretical
dimensions. In the following illustration tables and coding overviews the basis for a
grounded theory emerges. Each table (see table 4 and 5 below) uses specific examples
from each data set (in- and out-of-business) which illustrate factors that emerged as
unique to each group. The coding overview maps the relationships between and among
these unique factors which help to explain differences in the attitudes, values, and overall
point of view reflected in the participant responses. What emerges in this study are two
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distinct typologies of family ownership. First, “The Collaborative Family Firm” which is
grounded in relational values, collaborative exchanges between the family and business,
and a transgenerational family commitment to the business; and second, “The
Competitive Founder Firm,” which is grounded in transactional values; competitive
exchanges between an individual owner and the businesses and an individual or sole
founder commitment to continued ownership.
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Figure 7
Coding Overview of “The Collaborative Family Effect”
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Figure 8
Coding Overview of the “Competitive Founder Effect”
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Table 3
Coding table illustrating contributions to “The Collaborative Family Effect”
Theoretical
Dimensions
Collaborative
Relationships

Second Order
Categories
Leverage
Family
Collaboration

Relational
values (care,
concern for
employees;
“personal”
and long
term/personal
relationships)

First-Order
Codes
Balance
family/work
relationships.
Clarity on
family roles in
the business

Selected Text Entry (in vivo quotes)
Respect each other. Let strong family relationships be
visible. Treat employees like family. Leave work at the
office! (330); We feel that we are unusual in the fact that
we can work so closely together and maintain a life away
from the business (104); Do not let personal family agendas
inflict hardship on the business (1); I was given a job and
responsibilities (331); My skills, as founder and CEO, have
been in the area of sales and marketing, while my son has
been detail-oriented and very good at day-to-day problem
solving (62); I think its key that all the family members
have their own job responsibilities and are too busy to
interfere with someone else's job (246)

Leverage
family support
in business

The continuing success of our business is having a trusted
family member from day one (62); Run mostly by
husband/wife team with help from grown children when
needed (191); The children work for us part time as needed
(193);

Value
employees/
show care and
concern for
employees

Success of our business is our employees (62); We have no
doubt that the success of our business is our employees. We
care about them both personally and professionally (166);
We care a lot about our employees and recognize that it is
critical that "you take care of the people that take care of
you" i.e. employees, supplies, and customers (46); Concern
for employee needs (155); Invest in the futures of your
employees (374); Training was offered --Our salaries are
the best (319);Develop strengths (324); They [employees]
always know that their families come first and are never
penalized for taking time off when needed (310);

Focus on longterm
relationships
w/customers
and employees

Develop long term relationships with employees AND
customers (160); Most employees stay with us on average
3-5 years (176); We are able to retain our employees for an
average of over 8 years (166); Our customers will always
be around, because we've had the majority of our customers
since the business started (122); Many of our general
contractors have relied on us for more than 10 years (310);
friendship with our customers - not just "friendliness” (
374); Customers are looking for a genuine customer
service. They want to be treated as a unique individual and
not a statistical number (422).
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Care/Concern
for customers,
Trusting based
on personal
relationships

Collaborative
Strategy

Transgenerational
Ownership
Commitment

Collaborative
Business
Practices

Growth mindset;
reinvest in
business;
Learn/apply new
management
strategy and
techniques.
Consult/work
with outside
Board/Managem
ent/industry
professionals

Shared
BusinessFamily
Identity

Business- family
overlap.
cooperation and
reciprocity
between family
and business
Satisfaction;
Enjoyment/
Love/ passion for
the business

Family
Satisfaction/
Commitment

Family work
ethic; followthrough
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The success at her business is dependent on regular
community customers. She has a close relationship to
them, and they care about her. She makes them feel at
home when they are in her establishment (76); Care and
courtesy to customers (147); Our business started with
personal service and a personal knowledge of our
customers. We cared for them, knew their family. We
worked with customers “beyond the call of duty.” (176);
Concern for customer needs (155);
Putting dollars right back into the business every year.
Having inventory - selling out of a "full wagon.” (179);
We must diversify our inventory/stock (79); Have an
outside board of advisors to help achieve focus and
direction (103); non-family members in our business
(123); Hire Tax professional…Always work with CPA
on taxes (141); The CEO is a non-family person and has
no stock…. (147a); We believe in building relationships
and base decisions on profits over the long term. Our
company, in order to take the next step, will have to
welcome non-family members in the decision/risk taking
process (46); Have a great relationship with the bank,
work to keep it in excellent condition. Involve attorney in
all contracts (404); [network advantage] Specialization
has been the key to our success. Other acting firms have
accomplished significant growth, but it was primarily
from a size (employee) increase. This is generally related
to a decline in net profit %. Specialization usually results
in and increase of the same percentage plus a sales
increase w/o the increased staff (47); Partnership affords
flexibility to business (444). It is important to listen to
what the employees have to say (3)
We are interested in family and quality, as much as, if not
more than maximizing profits (46); The business revolves
around our family, at the same time our family revolves
around the business (142): Take care of the business and
the business will take care of your family (201)
It has to be more than just a "job" and a way to earn a
living …. Family members should like the work they do
and the customers they interact with (123); Some days
the only thing we have to run on is a deep-seated love of
the business and a desire to make it work (105); There is
a high degree of passion for the business at the top of this
firm (247a).
Hard work (forget about hours worked) (155); "creating a
higher standard" applying this philosophy to the way we
conduct ourselves (208); Work hard with integrity (211);
Work hard with integrity (311); Our owner works in the
business (410); Keep a presence in the business (324);
The success of our business… depends on family
members having close interest in the day to day functions
of the business (137); Work hard and do, what you tell
the customer. Always follow through (241).
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Transgenerational
succession

Intentionally
Develop
Successors;
(Training/Educat
ion and Outside
Experience)
Open
communication
(leadership/
ownership
transition)

Working with
next generation
in business;
Shared decisionmaking
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Issues of competence and training of successors should
be addressed; a more accurate assessment of worker ratio
and family in those management positions…. Training of
successors should be addressed (342); He [son] has been
encouraged to develop and expand the scope of the
business...He (next generation) has always been aware of
my intention to the pass the business on to him. We have
a buy/sell agreement in place, partially funded by
insurance on my life. All of my other siblings are aware
of the arrangement (62); We have a unique opportunity in
that our children are still very young, and their home is
our business as well (422); In our case one important
issue is the fact the at the company had 3-unrelated
founders…. Both of my sons will work for [a non-family
CEO] upon his succession as CEO [when I retire]. This
factor has mitigated potential competitive conflict
between my sons as to who should succeed me (247b).
My skills, as founder and CEO, have been in the area of
sales and marketing, while my son has been detail
oriented and very good at day-to-day problem solving
(62); One reason that I think our family business works
so well is because Dad and I run it like a partnership; he
and I have equal say and authority. I was required to
finish college before I could join the business. Once I was
given a job and responsibilities, not a puppet position and
a big salary. Most family businesses we have been
associated with tend to die as the founder of the business
retires or dies, because he does not allow or require future
generations to make any business decisions (331); My
father doesn't pay himself as much, so I don't earn as
much as I might, but he grants me more flexibility than
other employers might (352);
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Table 4

Coding table illustrating contributions to “The Competitive Founder Effect”
Theoretical
Dimensions
Transactional
Relationships

Second Order
Categories
Transactional
values

First Order
Codes
Focus on quality
and Service
(transactions
with customer)

Focus on
benefits/competi
ng to attract and
retain talent

Family Liabilities

Need to Mitigate
family liabilities;
Minimize family
involvement
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Selected Text-Entry (In vivo quotes)
Quality as the most important factor (99); Doing
quality jobs (273);Quality of service a well-made
product (374);Perform the job to the best of your
ability – (403); The quality and price of our product is
second to none, as is our service - 205; Success comes
from loving what one does from offering products and
services that meet the need of others from persistence
(111) QUALITY and service (23);
Flexibility is provided so employees can take off to
handle family or personal matters (377) Activities to
enhance employee emotional compensation participate in decision making, flex time, group
outings, etc… (275); We have approximately ten
employees at any given time and those ten people are
truly our most valuable assets and we always let them
know that in creative and rewarding ways (372);
Competition is tough, finding hard working
salespeople is tough (24)*; Competition with large
firms for good and qualified people (377)*;
Personalities play a major role if family members
work in close proximity to one another. In-law
conflicts arise mostly out of jealousy that one side of
the family seems to work less and has more material
possessions. Job descriptions and compensation
should be specific to eliminate conflict (175);
[comments on family involvement] how changing a
family member, how that pressure affects the family,
business, and current non-family employees (402);
Son was made a partner in the business. Strong
conflict of how to run business, amount of time
wasted [Between next and founding gen] Caused
mixed signals to employees and was responsible for
high employee turnover. Son's stock was bought back
by company. Decision was made to sell off various
departments of company. Main business owner and
spouse wished to leave and to eventually let company
close down (171); In a family business good
relationship and a trusting work attitude are important
in limiting conflict (296); Our business is a franchise
and that [being a franchise] has done great deal of
good because procedures are already set in place…
this helps keep family disputes down. It's good to
have standards already set and corporate support
(395); Someone [in family owner group] should be in
charge. Arguments between partners should be done
behind closed doors (254); A family business is very
hard. You have your family but you all working in
business and you cannot bring family problems in
(181)*;
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Competitive
“Founder”
Logic

Competitive
decision-making

Focus on
competition
(win/lose
reasoning)

One person with
authority for
decisions

Founder/Own
er
Commitment

Individual
Commitment to
the Business

Strong Owner/
Manager
commitment to
business/lack of
employee
commitment

Lack succession
intent/
planning

Direct competition (256); Big businesses (like
Walmart) are driving the small businesspeople out
(323); Problems: Competition with large
firms…(377); They (next generation) feel competition
is too strong… and that small businesses will be
swallowed by the larger concerns (such as Home
Depot, in our case) (271); Running any business is
tough work. Running a family business is even
tougher. Competition is tough, finding hard working
salespeople is tough (24)*
Only one person should be able to make certain
decisions on the spot. Partners need to make decisions
in private and the partners should be together (254);
We base our business on sound business decisions and
facts and not emotions (42); Only one person has
authority on decision making (181*)
Desire to succeed and hard work (279); It takes years
and years of sweat equity combined with many
sacrifices to make a business "bloom" (294); One
must work very hard. Owning your own business is
hard work. I worked for General Motors for 10 years
before the profession. There is no dictation in a family
business. You must not ask anyone else to do what
you would not do yourself (289); Need better working
people (more pride) (189)
Our children have chosen not to continue the family
business. Without exception, males, and females, are
pursuing professional careers in the
medical/business/legal/entertainment fields. They see
no future in maintaining a small family business, such
as ours (271); Currently owners’ children are too
young however as they get older and if their interest
persists (currently very interested) they will hold paid
positions (259)

In Chapter 5, these typologies are further discussed along with the limitations of the study
and the implications of these findings for theory and practice.
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Chapter 5: Discussion of Findings
The fundamental research questions in this study were, “Why do some family
business owners continue in the business, while other’s close or exit the business?”
Below is a model which conceptualizes what was found during this research process.
There are two outcomes which have been noted as family owners still in-business and
family owners who had closed or sold their businesses. Below is a model of the
characteristics and factors which informed each of the theoretical dimensions proposed in
Chapter 4 of this paper. Factors extrapolated from the in-business responses are
illustrated below as dimensions contributing to the typology labeled the Collaborative
Family Effect and those extrapolated from the out-of-business responses are illustrated
below as the Competitive Founder Effect. In the following discussion each typology is
further defined as are the differences and similarities between these typologies.
Figure 9
Difference factors contributing to the family and founder effects
“In Business”
Collaborative
Relationships
Collaborative
“Family”
Effect

“Out of Business”

vs

Transactional
Relationships

Collaborative “Family”
Logic

vs

Competitive ”Founder”
Logic

Transgenerational Family
Commitment

vs

Founder/Owner
Commitment
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Effect
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The Collaborative Family Firm
Findings that emerged from the in-business responses are conceptualized as a typology of
family owners and are defined by three theoretical constructs: Collaborative
Relationships; Collaborative “Family” Logic; and Transgenerational Family
Commitment. Overall, these constructs emerged as factors that were unique to responses
from the in-business respondents (see Chapter 4). These unique factors were further
evaluated and re-grouped into a proposed model of the Collaborative Family Firm. The
discussion below uses examples from Table 3. to further define factors which contribute
the conceptual model presented below in Figure 10. Below is a brief discussion of the
factors that contributed to the model.
Collaborative Relationships
Collaborative relationships were comprised of two main themes which had to do
with the owners expressed focus of relational values, in particular care and concern, and
leveraging family in the business. These were articulated in a few different ways. First, as
relational values, which were described as care and concern for others and in having
personal relationships with customers and employees. As one family business owner
reflected, “We have no doubt that the success of business is our employees. We care
about them both personally and professionally.’" Another family owner referred to the
long-term nature of these relationships as key to their success stating, “developing longterm relationships with employees AND customers is key.” A third owner described the
personal nature of their relationships with customers summarizing the importance of
“genuine customer service” and treating customers “as unique individuals” versus a
statistic.
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Closely related to relational values were comments describing ways the owners
leverage family collaboration. This category involved the family’s capacity to manage
overlapping relationships between the family and business. Several participants referred
to the ability to engage and leverage family members to support business needs/demands
and manage conflict and role clarity. As one owner stated, success in their business came
from the ability to “not let personal family agenda’s inflict hardship on the business.”
Practices used to successfully manage the relationship between the family and business
included role clarity of family in the business and matching family to roles that fit their
skills/talents. One owner commented on this saying, “I think it is key to have all the
family members have their own job responsibilities...” And another commented on the
ability to match family roles with skills saying, “My skills, as founder and CEO, have
been in the area of sales and marketing, while my son has been detail-oriented and very
good at day-to-day problem solving.” In each case role clarity and fit are described
practices which enable the business to leverage family in the business.
Finally, many owners described an attitude of reciprocity between the family and
business. This was mainly described as a mutual “care” or sense of shared benefit. As
one owner commented, “Let the family take care of the business and the business will
take care of the family.” Another owner extended this “care” to employees commenting,
another owner extended this “reciprocity” to employees saying, “We care a lot about our
employees and recognize that it is critical that ‘you take care of the people that take care
of you.’" In this way the collaborative relationship dimension, the family values of care
and concern are extended from the family to the business and act as a basis for the
business relationships. The long-term nature of the family relationships (stability) and the
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expressed reciprocity between the family and business act as a force that embeds the
family in the business with an expressed intention of mutual benefit. These emerging
factors were described as collaborative relationships due to the described norms of family
involvement in the business, relational values, and reciprocity of between the family and
business stakeholders.
Collaborative “Family” Logic
Collaborative “family” logic was comprised of two main categories which had to do
with the owners expressed focus of collaborative business practices and business-family
identity. These were articulated in a few different ways. Collaborative business practices
included practices described in seeking strategic partnerships; consulting with industry
professionals and having a board of directors; as well as hiring non-family as top
management to bridge identified gaps in knowledge related to the business and targeted
growth areas. Comments in this category related to “building relationships” that would
help take the company make decisions that could take the business “to the next level.”
This category also included comments related to having a learning and growth mindset.
Owners talked about "diversifying and reinvesting” in the business, they also talked about
learning new “management skills” to apply to the business. These learning practices,
along with consulting nascent industry professionals as well as having an outside board to
help “achieve focus and direction.”
In addition, comments respondents made regarding their business strategy
included those which spoke to having a shared business-family identity. This subcategory included comments related to having reciprocity and cooperation between the
family and business systems and a shared sense of identity between the family and
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business. Comments that contributed to this category included those which emphasized
the overlap between the family and business identity. One owner stated that “the
business revolves around our family and our family revolves around the business.”
Another owner shared a heuristic rule of thumb commenting “take care of the business
and the business will take care of you.” These emerging factors, described in the
dimension collaborative “family” logic show evidence of a transfer or the embeddedness
of the family values and norms in the business system.
Transgenerational Family Commitment
Transgenerational family commitment was comprised of two main categories which
had to do with the owners expressed focus of family satisfaction/ownership commitment
and transgenerational succession process. These were articulated in a few different ways.
First, family satisfaction/ownership commitment had to do with the “love of the
business.” As one responded commented, “It must be more than just a ‘job’ and way to
earn a living…. Family members should like the work they do and the customers they
interact with.” Other respondents emphasized the importance of having “a deep-seated
love” and “passion at the top” as integral to their business success. Other comments that
contributed to this category included those which pertained to the family owners’ strong
work ethic, tied to the family members active role(s) in the business. One family owner
surmised, “The success of our business depends on family members having close interest
in the day-to-day functions of the business.”
The other closely related category that contributed to the is dimension was
transgenerational succession process. This category had to do with the intentional
development of next generation successors and the transgenerational nature of succession
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in these businesses. One respondent commented “He (next generation) has always been
aware of my intention to pass the business on to him….” Another participant discussed
the need to assess and address the “competence and training” needs of successors. Others
discussed the benefits of working transgenerationally. One participant commented, "One
reason that I think out family business works so well is because Dad and I run it like a
partnership….I have equal say and authority.”
The Collaborative Effect on the Firm
In this study, we further understanding of these traits and add new insights related
outcomes of specific interest to family business owners: family firm survival and family
owner continuity. Using firm survival as the dependent variable we explored how family
owners thought about their success or challenges as family business owners. After
twenty years, we reached out to these owners and determined which were still in business
and those that had gone out of business. What we found were themes related to norms,
attitudes, and values, expressed by the family owners, which we have described below as
having a collaborative or competitive effect on the firm. Findings in this study reveal two
typologies of the family firm introduced in the following discussion as the
“collaborative” and the “competitive” effect.
Collaborative Dynamics
A first and important distinction that emerged from the data when comparing
owners “out of business” to owners “still in-business” was the positive valance of the
family relationships found in the “still in business” responses. Described by the
participants as “strong family relationships” and reinforced by high levels of family
involvement in the business, factors identified as dimensions of the “Collaborative
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Family Firm” reveal new insights about the relationships among the factors and known
outcomes of family ownership. Below is an illustration depicting the proposed
relationship among the dimensions followed by propositions implied by the model as the
Collaborative Family Firm.
Figure 10
A Conceptual Model of the Collaborative Family Firm

Collaborative
Relationships
Relational values
(care and concern
for others, personal
relationships);
Leverage family
involvement in the
business; Have
long-term
relationships

Collaborative
Family Logic

Transgenerational
Commitment

Growth mindsetlearn/apply new
knowledge;
Consult external/
internal stakeholders
in decision-making;
Collaborative
decision-making
approach

Shared family/business
identity; Succession
intent;
Multiple generations of
owners active in the
business

Collaborative
Family
Firm

A

Transgenerational
Ownership
(Growth/Continuity)

Collaborative
Family Norms

Using an embeddedness lens, supported in theoretical discussions on familiness as
depicted above the overall impact the family relationships are embedded in the business.
Based on the findings in this study, relational values of care and concern were associated
with long-term relationships with employees, customers, and the intent to succeed to the
next generation. These interrelated factors present several implications for further
research.
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In an empirical examination of family business leadership styles and conflict
approaches Sorenson (2000) revealed that a participative leadership style contributes to a
“compromising” or collaborative conflict approach. This is based on Rahim and
Bonoma’s (1979) model of conflict resolution styles in which there is a high concern for
others and a high concern for self in terms of the outcome6. The expression of this
collaborative approach is alluded to in the data through the high saturation of values
related to care and concern for others.
Family Commitment and Long-Term Orientation
New information related to the concept of long-term orientation that is often cited
in the family business literature, also emerged in this dimension. Long-term orientation
has been identified as a defining characteristic of a family-owned business. Based on the
reasoning that a firm becomes a family firm when a founder decides to keep the business
ownership in the family as opposed to closing or selling the business. When the firm is
tied to family ownership, owners think in terms of long-term strategy that aligns with
succession intentions. However, little is known about what the outcomes or antecedents
may be to LTO in family-owned firms. One outcome suggested in a study by Zahra et
al., (2004) described an outcome of this long-term strategic focus as one that yields
entrepreneurial activity in family-owned firms.7 In another study by Brigham et al.,

6

Rahim and Bonoma’s two-dimensional model of five styles of handling interpersonal conflict. Adapted
from Rahim, A., & Bonoma, T. V. (1979). Managing organizational conflict: A model diagnosis and
intervention. Psychological Reports, 44, 1327.

7

In the study Zahra & Sharma (2004) obtained data for 536 small to medium-sized firms. The study found
that financial controls, which were more frequently used in non-family firms, were negatively related to
entrepreneurship. Strategic controls, which were more frequently used in family firms, were positively
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(2014) the LTO is reviewed in the literature and gaps in understanding the impact of LTO
are evaluated.
One identified gap in the literature (identified by Brigham et al., 2014) was how
LTO impacts social capital and relationships. In the review Brigham et al pose the
question “How does LTO affect the development of relationships and network of family
firms? And how do different time horizons influence relationships, networks, and social
capital? Evidence in this study expands upon current definitions of long-term orientation
adding new information about what is known about relational outcomes concerning the
next generation succession intent and reported long-term relationships to employees and
customers. High saturation among respondents that reported transgenerational ownership
(meaning two or more generations were involved in the business) also reported having
long-term (ranging from 5-20 plus years) relationships.
Collaboration as a Dominant Logic
Collaborative “family” logic, in this study, is best described as the tendency for a
collective mindset to drive organizational strategy and decision-making. Factors
emerged in this study as latent factors contributing to a collaborative family logic
included consulting practices with internal (employees and family owners active in the
business) and external (board, industry network partners, extended family) stakeholders
in decision making. Furthermore, there were expressed norms of having a growth
mindset found in comments related to a need for reinvestment and diversification and

related to entrepreneurship. The authors concluded that firms focused on financial controls were more
interested in short term payback of investments, whereas those focused on strategic controls were more
likely to prioritize long-range goals attainment over short term gains.
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working with industry professionals to learn and apply new management knowledge and
strategy. Finally, developing the capacity of next generation owners was also included in
this category, as many of the respondents described seeking education (formal and
informal) training which they would bring into their incumbent role as next generation
leaders in the family business. This was reinforced by current generation owners
expressed a desire or intent for the next generation to succeed in the business resulting in
a practice of learning and applying new knowledge to the business which included
working with external board members, industry professionals, and non-family managers.
First, from a values perspective, examined in the collaborative relationship
dimension, we can see how core values and attitudes about relationships may act as a
stabilizing force during the tenure of a founder(s) and/or next generational leader(s).
Next, there are descriptors of growth and organizational learning. Operationalized by
respondent descriptions of diversification, reinvestment, and organizational learning we
can begin to see what Denison et al., surmised as the ability to “create change” and adapt.
Furthermore, the collaborative practices that are found in engaging consultants and
consulting with staff and others to build consensus, which are tied to practices of
agreement and coordination/integration of new knowledge we begin to see the cultural
orientation as one that fluxes between adaptability and stability while seeking
involvement of employees and stakeholders.
While the dominant logic is proposed initially as a family one, by extension to a
larger group of contributors in the business, decision-making becomes a collective and
collaborative process in which family and key stakeholders are involved in a process of
strategic development to aid strategic change. Through extended networks and
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consulting, organizational learning needs are surfaced and integrated, by and large
through a vision of ownership continuing into the next generation.
Collaborative Advantage
In this study indicators of this were found in described characteristics of
collaborative learning approaches and having a growth mindset or willingness to explore
new opportunities through collaboration with external and internal partnerships. This
was also described as norms of hiring professional managers, working with an external
Board of Directors, and reinvesting and diversifying the business. When the family
owners hold this collective view of the firm, it appears that owners pursue and enjoy
stronger relationships with internal and external partners as the family assumptions
around learning and growth invite consulting with and among stakeholders (internal and
external) and exist across the generations of family (past and future owners).
Learning and new knowledge can then be applied to business decision-making
when coupled with the high levels of reported family engagement. Shared learnings
become the logic used to frame decision-making manifest and manifest as a new “way of
being,” which is positively reinforced in the business through the intentional involvement
of family and next generation leaders.
For decades, traditional business literature has focused on transactional models of
business as a better and superior business model. Yet, findings in this study suggest that
family firms that have relational values (care, concern, personal relationships) have
stronger staying power, and may have better results in other measures of performance.
Furthermore, several of the traits that Denison et al., (2004) reported as to statistically
significant indicators of a “performance advantage” (e.g., empowerment and involvement
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of employees, agreement and integration of core values, organizational learning) are also
found in the study as it relates to the outcomes of longevity and family ownership
continuity. The conceptualization of the family influence as having a collaborative one,
or a competitive effect is depicted as being linked to the family owners. In the two
versions of the models, the themes and true differences that were found in the in and out
of business responses. One participant reflected this in practice saying that they “do not
let personal family agendas inflict hardship on the business.” Rather, collective desires
for the family and business (concern for self and others) are used to drive the business
decisions.
The implication is that when these norms, attitudes and characteristics are held
within the family owners the “effect” is amplified in the business offering an array of
opportunities for buy-in and commitment to the business that goes beyond an individual
owner and extends transgenerationally in ways that contribute to the longevity of the
business and family ownership. In summary, the outcome is a “Collaborative Family
Firm” in which the family owners contribute emotional closeness, collective values and
collaborative logics can be cultivated as a type of performance advantage. In contrast to
findings in the “Collaborative Family Firm” there were findings of another typology of
firm which is described in the following section as the Competitive Founder Firm.
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The Competitive Founder Firm
In contrast to what was described above as the typology of the Collaborative Family
Firm, this study also had findings related to the Competitive Founder Firm. Findings that
emerged from the out-of-business responses are conceptualized into three main parts:
Transactional Relationships; Competitive Founder Logic and Founder/Owner
Commitment. These constructs are made-up of the unique themes identified in
exclusively in the out-of-business group. These unique themes were evaluated and regrouped into final dimensions presented in Figure 8. The discussion below uses examples
from Table 4 which further describes factors that contributed to the conceptual model of
the Competitive Founder Firm.
Transactional Relationships
The dimension, Transactional Relationships, was comprised of two main categories
which had to do with the owners expressed focus on transactional values and the
need/ability to mitigate family liabilities. These were articulated in a few different ways.
First, when it came to transactional values several respondents talked about the
relationships with customers being successful based on the business’ ability to deliver on
“quality and service." One business owner attributed the business success to the fact that,
“The quality and price of our product is second to none, as is our service.” Other ways
that owners in the out-of-business category talked about the success in competing for
employees’ benefits offered to employees, which included comments related to flexibility
in terms of work, and other employee benefits that enhance employee compensation.
These comments, in contrast to the relationships values of care and concern found in the
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in-business group, focused on transactions between customers/employees and the family
owners as the basis for relational trust.
Competitive Founder Logic
The dimension, competitive founder logic was comprised of a main category which
had to do with the owners expressed preference toward competitive decision-making.
These preferences were articulated in a few different ways. Owners expressed a desire for
making decisions in an autocratic manner. Respondents also talked about their business
successes and challenges. Many of the comments related to challenges focused on the
size of the business. For example, one respondent commented, “Big businesses like
Walmart are driving the small businesspeople [like me] out.” Another talked about
perception of competition among the next generation owners saying, “They [the next
generation] feel competition is too strong….and those small businesses will be swallowed
by the larger ones such as Home Depot in our case.” Additionally, there were several
comments that had to do with a preference for individual decision-making. This was
described as having “only one person with authority to make decisions." Assumptions of
"win/lose" reasoning were evident in the out-of-business comments related to business
challenges. In contrast, the in-business group described challenges as “opportunities”
and described relationships they built to “bring in outside knowledge” and “new
perspectives.”
In terms of how decisions are made, the out-of-business group described the norm of
“limiting” the number of voices engaged in decision-making. Comments also focused on
mitigating risks (e.g., avoiding growth due to competition). Thus, the theme competitive
founder logic, emerged as a singular and perhaps insular way of viewing strategic
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directions and actions. Phrases used to describe this mindset included the emphasis on
"the competition" and largely viewed success or failure as a result of being able to "beat
the competition." Perhaps it is in this category, related to the beliefs and assumptions
about business strategy, which evidence of business inertia and the eventual decision to
close or sell the business originates. This finding adds to those reported in the Gallo et
al.’s, 2004 study which looked at the impacts of risk aversion in family-owned firms, this
study found competitive logic dominated business decision and owners lacked the action
or intentions of planning for growth or reinvestment.
Individual Owner Commitment
The category Individual Owner Commitment is closely related to the other two
conceptual constructs already discussed in the model of the Competitive Founder Firm.
Individual Owner Commitment is comprised of two main categories which had to do with
the strong work ethic and commitment of the founding or operating owner and a lack of
succession planning or succession intent. This category was articulated in a few different
ways. First, in the way the owners described work ethic and commitment, it was
personally related to who they were and what they could do as a business owner. One
described this commitment in terms of the “sweat equity combined with sacrifices”
needed to make the business “bloom.” Another described it as an ability to “not ask
anyone else to do what you would not do yourself.” In these responses the owner attitude
places the success of the business squarely on the owner/founder’s ability to contribute to
a hands-on role.
Comments related to a lack of succession intent, where either expressed as lack of
desire or intent to bring the next generation into the business from the perspective of the
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current managing owners, and/or a lack of desire or intent from the perspective of the
next generation to join the business. One owner commented, “Our children have chosen
not to continue the family business…they see no future in maintaining a small family
business such as ours.” Another owner noted the possibility of the next generation
joining the business in the future, but that they were “too young” to actively engage in a
succession planning process. These comments, in contrast to the descriptions of
transgenerational and multi-generational ownership in the Collaborative “Family”
Orientation, highlight the importance of succession intent and planning in obtaining the
outcome of ownership continuity and business longevity.
These findings build upon what social capital theory and what Adler and Kwon
(2000) refer to as an “over embeddedness” which can be found situations where group
dynamics become overly insular or reliant on a very limited sphere of influence. In this
study, patterns in decision-making for the out-of-business responses show evidence of
this type of dynamic. In many cases, respondents in the out-of-business group pointed to
an individual decision-making, even expressing an intentional exclusion of other family
members. This characteristic of a dominant logic based on an individual (active owner
manager) points what Adler and Kwon, suggest this “dark side” of social capital results
in a lack of openness to new ideas and knowledge sharing needed for collaboration,
which is then replaced with increased feuding and a decreased flow of information which
adversely affect group function. Thus, the commitment to the business and ability to form
agreements that, according to Salvato and Melin (2008) can “reshape family-related
social relationships in line with the changing needs of the family,” become a critical
factor in the firm’s ability to leverage the family’s social capital in the family firm.
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The Competitive Founder Effect
In Figure 4, what is important to note is that the shift in the family influence
moves from a collective one to an individual one. With this shift, the Competitive
Founder typology emphasizes “mitigating family involvement” and limiting the number
of people who have the authority to make decisions. Reasons for this are described as
“personal agendas” and “personality conflicts,” and the founder norms and values
orientation are competitive. In this typology, beating the competition and winning
employees through benefits are depicted frequently as were framing decisions around a
win/lose mind-set and hyper-focus on competition. Described as “competing for talent”
to “competing for market” the emphasis on efficiency, and quality imply a quid pro quo,
or transactional focus in these firms. Other implications of this typology are found in the
consistent description of an individual or sole owner in business. This distinction was
highly saturated in the out-of-business responses, whereas the in-business responses were
highly saturated with descriptions of next generation or other family members (spouse,
in-law, sibling) working together in the business.
This study builds upon prior conceptualization of social capital and family social
capital in revealing norms, attitudes and beliefs that drive decision-making in family
firms. Evidence in the out-of-business group which show preferences toward an
individual “owner” or start up CEO holding sole control over the business and business
decisions, seems strongly related to a lack of the business innovation/growth and business
longevity.
In contrast to expressed practices in the in-business group which include soliciting
input from others who have knowledge of the business and/or industry and involving
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family or others in decision-making, the individual commitment to the business points to
an over-reliance on a single owner making the ability to expand, renew and reshape
social interactions in ways that would benefit the business long-term, unlikely.
Figure 11
A Conceptual Model of the Competitive Founder Firm
Transactional
Relationships
Transactional
values (quality to
customer,
efficiency);
monetary
incentives/
benefits to
employees;
mitegate family
involvement in
business

Founder/
Owner
Commitment

Competitive
Logic
Competitive
decisionmaking:
Win/lose
approach to
challenges

Founder is only
family active in
business; lack
succession intent

Competitive
“Founder”
Effect

m
Ownership
Discontinuity
(Close or Sale)

Individualistic
Norms/Values

In the conceptualization of the competitive founder firm, the business does not have the
“built-in” family pipeline as family members have been excluded either by intention or
by oversight. Comments in this study suggest that rather than leveraging the talents,
knowledge, and social networks which may be found in the family, family rivalries,
differences, and exclusion from the business are outcomes of a competitive, founder-led
firm. Although this study cannot validate directionality, what seems clear is that when
there is only one family owner (versus two or more family members) involved in the
business, there is increased owner conflict and decreased collaboration. In these
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situations the capital (social, human, and financial) which exists within the family is no
longer available to the business, thus dampening and/or neutralizing the “family effect”
on the firm and amplifying the “founder effect.”
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Discussion
This study has focused on what respondents shared as “front of mind” practices,
assumptions, values, and norms associated with the success and continuity of their family
business. What became clear over the analytic stages and emerged as a key finding were
two types of business ownership: The collaborative family and the competitive founder.
Findings of this study reveal insights into factors that impact family-ownership and longterm business outcomes. True differences in themes related to businesses that remained
in-business across a transgenerational span of time and businesses that were sold or
closed were used to inform conceptual models of the collaborative family and
competitive founder effects. Furthermore, this study makes contributions to what is
known about the potential contributions of the owning family and ways in which the
family dynamics may be developed and leveraged in the business as a unique and
inimitable form of relational capital. Below I offer highlights of the theoretical and
practical implications of this study.
Theoretical Implications
Theoretical implications of the study are found in what we can learn and understand
about the family effect on the firm. This study adds to what we understand about
“familiness” and the potential for constructive or destructive impacts that the family
relationships may contribute to the firm. Relational factors that emerged as themes
included conflict approach, decision-making strategies, values, and the perceived positive
or negative valance of family relationships. These factors were conceptualized in models
of a “Competitive-founder effect” and “Collaborative-family effect.”
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Additionally, this study offers new insights into the family social capital literature in
terms of how dimensions of family social capital, described as the structural, cognitive,
and relational dimensions, are developed in the family, and leveraged by the business.
Evidence in this study reveals a strong connection between positive relational dynamics
and family member involvement in the business suggesting relational capital may be an
antecedent to other dimensions. In future studies, emotional closeness and relational
values can be measured to determine if there is a reliable and statically significant
relationship between family bonds (relational closeness) and various factors that emerged
in this study. Practices found in this study associated with longevity such as shared
decision-making, working with outside professionals, having multiple family involved in
the business offer the literature new variables that may be better used to define family
social capital and advance what is known about potential measures of the family effect on
the firm.
Furthermore, findings related to cognitive and structural dimensions which are more
widely measures used in the organizational social capital literature can be expanded upon
based on findings in this study. For example, there is evidence in this study that
knowledge sharing and knowledge transfer in the family successors was planned and
intentional in the owner business lifecycle. Many next-generation owners in this study
succeeded in the business after attending college programs that helped bring in new skills
or knowledge to the business and many worked with the senior generation for several
years as a transgenerational team suggesting that succession intent is a key variable to
planning and managing ownership transitions. Beyond examining “bridging factors” of
how new knowledge and innovation is brought into the business, this study showed
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evidence that frequent interactions between the family and business allowed for industry
partners and others in the business to collaborate in knowledge sharing as well. Practices
owners reported which included discussions on strategy and business decision-making
allowing for new insights that informed business innovation, growth, and change.
In summary, findings in this study reveal family engagement in the firm is tied to
several desirable business outcomes such as firm longevity, long-term employees,
collaborative partnerships with industry and professional experts, firm growth and
innovation and transgenerational ownership and entrepreneurship.
Findings associated with the founder-effect on the firm hold similar value to family
social capital theory, in that it offers new insights into factors that may prevent family
owners from developing or leveraging family social capital in their firms. In many cases
the themes that were clustered around the out-of-business firms related to individualistic
patterns, norms, and values which are more closely tied to that of a traditional business,
or sole-entrepreneur and founder led firm. Themes related to transactional values such as
a focus on mitigating the family involvement due to family differences and/or ownership
conflicts suggest potential measures of relational liability. Furthermore, the
superordinate focus on competition and transactional values along with individualistic
norms in decision-making suggest potential measures for cognitive liability. Lastly, a
lack of planning or intent to involve the next generation in business, or evidence of
consulting with other professionals, employees, or customers in decision-making suggest
ties to possible structural liabilities.
In the out-of-business groups there was simply little to no evidence of collaborative
dialogue with other family members or other industry professionals when it came to
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decision-making. This suggests an insular and negative impact on learning, growth, and
innovation. Without the ability to renew “social relationships in line with the changing
needs of the family” (Salvato & Melin, 2008), businesses which have individualistic
patterns may lack the desire or action to involve others in meaningful ways that would
long-term needs to develop and change the business in beneficial ways.
At its best, family relational norms when positive, will offer the owners family social
capital that can be leveraged by the firm toward firm goals but can also become a liability
to organizational goals if left unattended. Although it is beyond the scope of this study to
confirm directionality of the relationships between and among the key findings, or to
confirm generalizability of these findings, evidence suggests that the owning family’s
ability to develop and leverage family social capital may be an antecedent to firm
longevity and ownership continuity. Furthermore, this study expands on
conceptualizations in the field which suggest that family firms may have a type of
competitive and inimitable performance advantage when compared to non-family
businesses (Denison, Leif, & Ward, 2004). In additional to findings show that family
owners that have multiple family members working in the business tend to outlast other
firms there is evidence that they may be able to outgrow and outperform other firms as
well. Themes related to focused collaborative decision-making and bringing in new
knowledge via next generation networks and involvement suggest that family social
capital may be key to firm innovation and growth. This expands on Danes et al.,’s (2009)
study which found having more family involved in the firm has positive correlations to
gross revenues.
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Practical Implications
This study also offers evidence of practices that may be beneficial to family owners.
In particular, the long-term effect that collaborative norms, which include open
communication in decision making and higher numbers of family interactions between
family owners and the business are linked to firm continuity, transgenerational
ownership, business longevity and stability and long-term relationships in the business.
Furthermore, owners with collaborative norms tended to have business strategy which
involved working with outside partners and bringing in experts to help learn new skills
and advise owners in areas of growth and innovation.
While many founders may begin business with individualistic norms, which make
sense when seeding a business as a start-up CEO, continued practices that center on a
sole founder or individual point of view does is associated with business closure and/or
family ownership exits. Practices such as autocratic decision-making, making decisions
with a win/lose reasoning, and tailoring the business to existing skills and competences
for the sake of efficiency while ignoring or avoiding organizational needs for new
learning or new knowledge, individualistic norms, family involvement was often
mitigated due to expressed conflicts and owner differences in what family owners wanted
from or for the business. These businesses were linked to ownership exits or business
closure.
Based on evidence from this study, the competitive founder effect seems to limit
family involvement based on a perceived need to mitigate social liabilities or differences.
The potential contributions that a family makes to a business in terms of “effect” may be
either constructive or destructive in nature, thus how family owners’ harness or mitigate
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the potential effects may be of the utmost significance to family businesses and their
short and long-term outcomes. In an early study of conducted by Sorenson (1999),
outcomes in family firms may be strongly tied to the conflict style of the owning family.
Sorenson’s (1999) study found that family business owners who used a competitive
conflict approach tended to have less positive family relationships and less positive
business performance whereas families that used a collaborative approach tended to
maintain positive family relationships and positive business performance outcomes.
Thus, a single-family owner acting individually and competitively in the business can
become a liability to the firm and when this is the case, involving other family members
can lead to new conflict (Sorenson, 1999; see also Sorenson, 2013). If this is the case, to
prevent owning family feuds from carrying over to the business, in the short-term, it is
likely better to have a single family member, likely the CEO, work in the business while
continuing collaborative practices (seeking input from outside professionals and expert
talent; collaborate on decision-making; focus on win/win solutions to business problems.)
Finally, according to business literature, values are at the center of organizational
behavior and culture (Schein, 1990). This study found two different value-themes
distinct to the in-and out of business groups which were related to having a personal care
and concern for others and transactional values that were related to competing for
customers, and top talent. Furthermore, the conceptual model of the Collaborative Family
Firm presented in this study suggest values and the family norms as antecedents to the
firm behavior and to family social capital.
Values of care and concern for others emerge as an antecedent for practices of
participative and shared decision-making. In turn collaboration in decision-making
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becomes collective learning/innovation found embedded in the model of the
Collaborative Family Firm. In this study, having a sole owner/founder involved in the
business revealed the absence of collaborative norms which were replaced by
competitiveness and individualistic norms of behavior, such as autocratic decision
making and a lack of succession planning among these business families.
Although it is beyond the scope of this study to test the directionality of the
relationships between and among these factors, the conceptual models of the
“Competitive Founder Firm” and the “Collaborative Family Firm” offer typologies which
highlight the latent factors which could be tested and used as a measure of family social
capital and social liabilities in future studies. Based on the above discussion and findings
in this study, I offer the following testable propositions:
Proposition 1- Relational values (care & concern for others; having personal
relationships) will have a positive relationship to collaborative norms in the business
(e.g., multiple family members in the business, working with professional
managers/outside consultants, shared decision-making, long-term relationships with
employees, customers, etc..).
Proposition 2- Transactional values (monetary incentives, focus on
competition/winning in market) will have a positive relationship to individualistic
norms in the business (e.g., individual decision-making, a single or individual family
owner acting in the business, short-term tenure of employees etc...)
Proposition 3- Collaborative norms among family owners, will contribute to
increased number of family working in the business.
Proposition 4- Competitive/individualistic norms among family owners, will
contribute to decreased number of family working in the business.
Proposition 5- Collaborative norms between and among family owners will have a
positive relationship to firm longevity and transgenerational family ownership.
Proposition 6- Competitive/individualistic norms between and among family owners
will have a negative relationship to firm longevity and transgenerational family
ownership.
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Proposition 7- Collaborative norms among and between family owners will have a
positive relationship to transgenerational entrepreneurship.
Proposition 8- Competitive/individualistic norms between and among family owners
will have a negative relationship to transgenerational entrepreneurship.
Proposition 9- Collaborative norms will have a positive relationship to the various
dimensions of family social capital including:
a. Relational-family owner closeness/trust, frequency of interactions between
the family and business
b. Cognitive-transgenerational knowledge sharing, learning and goal
orientation
c. Structural dimensions- Expanded networks, professional partners,
transgenerational family owner involvement in the business
Proposition 10- Family social capital with have a positive relationship to
organizational social capital.
Further research is needed to expand on these original and cursory findings to better
understand how family owners and family dynamics may impact the firm behavior and
create potential advantages to family ownership as well as organizational outcomes.
Conclusion
The fundamental research questions in the study were, “Why do some family-owned
SMEs continue while others close or sell the business?” and, “How do family ownerdynamics, in closely held SME's impact this decision? While there are limitations to what
this study reveals about these questions, it offers a rare insight across a 20 -year span of
time on the nature of family firms that up to now have only been conceptualized or studied
in short-term spans of time.
Key findings in this study reveal that family dynamics play a critical role in long-term
business outcomes. Furthermore, counter to mainstream management literature, this study
suggests it is not the ability to compete but the ability to collaborate may be a superior
indicator of potential performance advantages in family SMEs. This study offers evidence

109

Toward a Theory of the Collaborative Family Firm

that the family-effect on the firm is linked to more family members being involved in the
firm and expands upon what is known about norms, values, and beliefs that may contribute
to positive social dynamics. This study also suggests that social capital acts as an
antecedent to leveraging other types of capital (e.g., financial, human, intellectual) in the
family firm making family relationships central to understanding firm outcomes and any
potential advantages that family owners have to offer the business in terms of “effect.”
Because of the prominent role of family businesses have in the economy (see
Astrachan & Shankar, 2003) findings from this paper suggest an immediate need to
further understand both the positive and negative impacts of family owner dynamics.
Important practices and firm behaviors emerged from this study need and warrant further
investigation. For example, what other values beyond care and concern may be
connected to firm longevity? What other practices beyond, collaborating with outside
professionals (e.g., independent board members, working with consultants, etc…) and
collaborating with employees may relate to the firm’s adaptive capacity and ability to
innovate and change over time? What additional practices or norms, beyond working
together transgenerationally, increase the capacity for the successful leadership and
ownership transitions?
Finally, while this study offers two emerging typologies of family SMEs (e.g., the
"Competitive Founder Firm” and the “Collaborative Family Firm” factors in these
models could be extended to other types of businesses. Further, research is needed to test
the constructs proposed in this paper and in doing so expand on the cursory findings.
presented in this study. There may be other outcomes more loosely suggested that could
also be examined in studies going forward such traditional measures of growth and
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performance. In conclusion, the Luo proverb seems to ring true for family SMEs— "If
you want to go fast go alone, if you want to far go together."
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Appendices
Appendix A- In-business coding table used in qualitative analysis of themes
Axial
Business
Strategy

Focused

IN BUSINESS CODING-TABLE
InVivo/Descriptive

Growth
(n=6)

Controlled
growth, growth
during succession;

Financial
Strategy

Fiscal
Responsibility
managing debt,
conserving/saving
; reinvesting,

(n=27)

(n=7)

Strategic
Management
(n=8)

Awareness of
business
environmentbusiness growth
needs
Specialization;
strategic
partnerships

Working with
Professionals

Professional
help; Non-family
CEO/
Management

(n=6)

Business
Characteristics

Ownership
Orientation
(n=5)

Family
Orientation;
Family Business
Orientation;
Business First;

Text

When I returned, Dad had no other employees. We now have 20 (46); Our
dairy ceased operation for a brief period (4 months) in 1996. It resumed
operation with fewer cattle. In 1997 a farm was purchased along with
additional cattle and capital to bring our son back into the business. (105);
Our business runs heavily off technology. Also, we are currently in the
process of applying for domestic as well as international patents. Their
outcome will impact the direction of our company (566); We are faced
with a dilemma of expanding and perhaps losing contact with the
job/crews or staying small and turning away work (273); This small
business has grown rapidly, and I project to see it almost double wholesale
income this year (122); Specialization has been the key to our success.
Other acting firms have accomplished significant growth, but it was
primarily from a size (employee) increase. This is generally related to a
decline in net profit %. Specialization usually results in and increase of
the same percentage plus a sales increase w/o the increased staff (47);
We own our own building and land for business - paid in advance – on
homestead land (141); Not over borrowing - ordering and paying when the
money is there (179); Don't spend every dime you make (374); The
business currently has a high debt/equity ratio which should slowly reverse
over the next 3 years as debt is paid down and cattle numbers increase
(105); Small family businesses are the back bone of this Nation’s economy
(204); Maintain discipline and allow the company to prosper. Always be
prepared for hard times (1); Putting dollars right back into the business
every year. Having inventory - selling out of a "full wagon.” (179);
We must diversify our inventory/stock (79); Identify a need and satisfy it
(211) In our case the one thing that has a real impact on our business that
is totally out of our control is the price of oil. Nothing we do has any real
impact on oil prices…. they ultimately will determine whether our family
business survives (171); 1) Insurance is a big factor in small business
success; Health-Liability-Inventory. 2) Taxes - not many breaks for small
family businesses… (204); Partnership affords flexibility to business
Capital structure is interesting because as a general rule I would not look
at borrowing from of any kind of family business.(444); Success in this
business is primarily due to specialization in a particular area of speech
pathology (stuttering) - not available in other similar settings in this city
(259).[network advantage] Specialization has been the key to our success.
Other acting firms have accomplished significant growth, but it was
primarily from a size (employee) increase. This is generally related to a
decline in net profit %. Specialization usually results in and increase of
the same percentage plus a sales increase w/o the increased staff (47)
[Non-family members in our business (only one) (123); Hire Tax
professional…Always work with CPA on taxes (141); The CEO is a nonfamily person and has no stock.... A large contribution to the success of a
business comes from the degree of passion from the top leaders (247a). In
our case one important issue is the fact that the company had 3 un-related
founders, both my sons will work for him upon his succession to CEO
(247b); Our company, in order to take the next step, will have to welcome
non-family members in the decision/risk taking process (46); Our
company has been most successful when we had a small staff dedicated to
common goals utilizing an outside board of advisors to help achieve focus
and direction(103).
We are interested in family and quality, as much as, if not more than
maximizing profits (46); The business revolves around our family, at the
same time our family revolves around the business (142): Business is
business. Family should not affect good business decisions. Take care of
the business and the business will take care of your family (201); We feel
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that we are unusual in the fact that we can work so closely together and
maintain a life away from the business (104); Business must come first in
decisions that will affect the success of the business (1);
Decisionmaking
(n=5)

Decision-making
(see also
developing
successors)

(n=28)

Business
Ownership
(n=5)

Business
ownership: family
controlled; coperineural,

Small
Business
(n=7)

Small Business;
small in size; few
or no employees;
start-up copreneurs
Transgenerational
; working with
next generation in
business (Some
cases in are crosslisted in
succession)

Multigenerational
(n=5)

Owner
Commitment/
Satisfaction

Satisfaction/
Commitment
(n=5)

Satisfaction;
Enjoyment/love of
business; interest
and pride

(n=24)

Work Ethic
(n=7)

Work Ethic; hard
work; followthrough;
persistence

To clarify some of the questions, let me say that some employees have a
lot of responsibility and a lot of freedom, others don't… Most family
businesses we have been associated with tend to die as the founder of the
business retires or dies, because he does not allow or require future
generations to make any business decisions (331); I , as the CEO with my
wife, pretty much make final decisions, we tell all employees if they have
an idea, tell us, we may not agree or accept it, be we are willing to listen
and consider (412); We believe in building relationships and base
decisions on profits over the long term. Our company, in order to take the
next step, will have to welcome non-family members in the decision/risk
taking process and we will have to become better trainers and
communicators of expectations and results (46); Our crews go to their own
jobs and the head man makes the decisions and is responsible for that job.
They may defer to the owner if there are questions that arise that they feel
are out of their authority. The owner also goes on the job and handles his
workload. He often consults the other employees on decisions. He
appreciates their input…. However final decisions are always his (in
management areas) (273); Our owner works in the business - he's the
doctor [pediatrist] and really doesn't have time to be involved with too
many business decisions (410); Decide- plan – ask. Proceed with caution proceed accordingly - ask - review – repeat. (277);
We have a small family owned and operated business (168); Stock is held
by family members only (247a); Company is privately owned and
operated by two equal shareholders. Business has three offices in other
cities in Texas. Business employs workers for the services of allied health
professionals (344); My husband and I knew each other and worked
together for several years before we were married. After we were married,
we managed a business similar to ours for 8 years then opened our current
business (104); Run mostly by husband/wife team with help from grown
children when needed (191);
This is a very small start-up family business (191); My wife has her own
career. I have no employees (274); self-described as being a “small
business” (103) (142) (168); Starting out in the first 2 years of existence
(93); The only full-time employees are the CEO and spouse (54); This
family business is not very large – we are a small business (122);
Started by my father in 1974, I joined in 1989 after graduating w/ an MBA
and working 8 years for a Fortune 500 company (46); My skills, as
founder and CEO, have been in the area of sales and marketing, while my
son has been detail oriented and very good at day-to-day problem solving
(62); In 1997 a farm was purchased along with additional cattle and capital
to bring our son back in the business (105); A lot of responsibility and a
lot of freedom, Dad and I run it like a partnership (331); My father doesn't
pay himself as much, so I don't earn as much as I might, but he grants me
more flexibility than other employers might (352);
Some days the only thing we have to run on is a deep-seated love of the
business and a desire to make it work (105); There is a high degree of
passion for the business at the top of this firm (247a) The success of our
business… depends on family members having close interest in the day-today functions of the business. The family closely watches everything that
goes out of our facility to make certain that it is something we are proud to
have assorted with our name. …Our family has a strong interest in the
business (137); Keep a presence in the business, if you don’t wish to keep
a presence in the business—sell it (324); Family members should like the
work they do and the customers they interact with. The same goes for nonfamily members in our business (only one). It has to be more than just a
"job" and a way to earn a living …. (123); Mainstream society creates
obstacles that at times are difficult to clear when trying to venture in big
business (362)
Hard work (forget about hours worked)….Keep a good image (155); Work
hard with integrity (211); Work hard with integrity (311); Work hard and
do what you tell the customer (241); Partnership affords flexibility to
business and then if family members want to be involved and they know
the work ethic then they can have their chance (444); Hard work, long
hours, "going the extra mile" (374**); Persistence and patience most of the
time prevails (362)
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Succession
(n=12)

Developing
successors
(n=7)

Leadership/
ownership
continuity
(n=5)

Relationships
(n=44)

Customer
Relationship
(n=14)

Customer Service;
Satisfaction
(n=3)

Customer
relationships;
close
relationships,
personal
relationships
(n=11)

Care and concern
for customers
(n=3)
Positive
Family
Dynamics

Managing family
conflict
(n=2)

He [next generation] has been encouraged to develop (62); [Developing]
Knowledge of business (59); The reason for our success stems from a
focused goal that everybody shares. Our goal is to provide a solid
foundation for future generations of our family. Our business practices
reflect that commitment to achieve financial stability and freedom (345);
Issues of competence and training of successors should be addressed a
more accurate assessment of worker ratio and family in those management
positions…. Training of successors should be addressed (342); Recognize
weaknesses and employ people to fill those voids. 2) Develop your
strengths. 3) Have the desire and insight to do #1 and #2. (324); Currently
owners’ children are too young however as they get older and if their
interest persists (currently very interested) they will hold paid positions
(259); 1) Strategy for 2nd generation succession (i.e. at what point (age) is
it intuitive and effective to introduce and bring siblings to your business
culture. 2) Key to success - open, regular communication (332)
One reason that I think our family business works so well is because Dad
and I run it like a partnership; he and I have equal say and authority. I was
required to finish college before I could join the business. Once I was
given a job and responsibilities, not a puppet position and a big salary
(331**); The continuing success of our business is having a trusted family
member from day one. He has been encouraged to develop and expand the
scope of the business...He (next generation) has always been aware of my
intention to the pass the business on to him … We have a buy/sell
agreement in place, partially funded by insurance on my life. All of my
other siblings are aware of the arrangement (62**); During the last 5 years
I have taken on most of the responsibility (248); I joined in 1989 after
graduating w/ an MBA after working 8 years for a Fortune 500 company.
Our ownership is 50/50 he runs the field, I run the company in a nutshell
and pretty much have for the last 6-7 years (46**); We have an
opportunity in that our children are still very young, and their home is our
business as well (422);
Ability to meet customer demands for needed products at a fair price [see
also values] (396); We create a love of what we do and make it fun and a
learning experience. Without telling our customers, we do this… "we do
what we say and more." We will lose money to make a customer happy
(142); Customer satisfaction is necessary to make a difference in the
hotel/motel area. This area of business relies mainly on the satisfaction of
customers (340).
Being there when our clients need us. Doing what we promise when we
promise it. Great service for a fair price [see values also] (180); Customer
relations in a service-relations make this business run (604); Treat internal
and external customers as you would like to be treated (394); Value your
current customer base. Your competitors are valuing it just as much as you
are (103); All customers are treated equally no matter how much or little
they spend in the business (205); A personal knowledge of our customers
We worked with customers "beyond the call of duty” (176); Customers are
looking for a genuine customer service. They want to be treated as a
unique individual and not a statistical number (422); Delivering more than
the customers expect…ability to shift gears, teamwork, pride, in the
"bottom line" affects all of us, friendship with our customers - not just
"friendliness" quality of service a well-made product - and many, many,
more characteristics (374); Customer relations in a service business make
this business run (604); We also have a strong relationship with our many
customers (137); Our customers will always be around, because we've had
the majority of our customers since the business started (122)
We cared for them, knew their family (176); Concern for customer needs
(155); She has a close relationship to them (customers) and they care about
her. She makes them feel at home when they are in her establishment (76)
Do not let personal family agendas inflict hardship on the business (1);
Back in 1991 we had another brother in the business, but we ended up
with the unwillingness to compromise. It ended up breaking the business
up but we kept our family together. Something our parents wanted. While
our parents helped in the business when the retired from their day jobs, the
sons started the business and continues till this day (225)

123

Toward a Theory of the Collaborative Family Firm

Leveraging family
relationships;
family business
boundaries; clear
roles
(n=10)
(n=8)

Employee
Relations;
treatment of
employees
(n=7)

Employee
Relations
(n=17)

Employee
Relations;
Benefits to
employees
(n=4)

Employee
Relations;
Employee
commitment
(Long Term
Relationships)
(n=6)

Values

Care/Concern
(n=5)

(n=33)

Support
Community
(n=2)

Let strong family relationships be visible. Treat employees like family.
Leave work at the office! (330); I believe all answers will be affected by
the relationship and personality differences in family members. I
understand that is true among ALL workers, but familial relationships can
have even a larger impact because of the intimacies involved. Family
businesses might tend to have more dramatic pluses and minuses (352);
Basically, I'm a person with five children brought a clothing store in
existence. Four of the children are girls - so we have since 1992 worked
together -oldest daughter working with me now and going to community
college. Second oldest daughter will be starting here and going to college
towards the 3rd week in September. We all work hard, and I wear many
hats. (203); After we were married we managed a business similar to ours
for 8 years then opened our current business We feel that we are unusual
in the fact that we can work so closely together and maintain a life away
from the business (104); Currently owners children are too young
however as they get older and if their interest persists (currently very
interested) they will hold paid positions and job duties will include office
work, receptionist, phone calls, assist during therapy outings during
summer camps, etc. (259);I was given a job and responsibilities (331); My
skills, as founder and CEO, have been in the area of sales and marketing,
while my son has been detail oriented and very good at day-to-day
problem solving (62); All the family members have their own job
responsibilities and are too busy to interfere with someone else's job (246)
Success of our business is our employees…we encourage and utilize their
input, and that’s the reason we have been able to retain our employees
(166); They [employees] always know that their families come first and
are never penalized for taking time off when needed. We always treat
them and their families with respect and understanding. The respect then
becomes mutual (310); Know professional employees to work directly
with clients - support their design efforts and give them leeway to make
most decisions concerning the projects they work on (401); “Be good to
your employees and they'll be good to you" (267); Training was offered.
Our salaries are the best (319); Communication!!! We try to be open and
discuss all facts of pour business. If we have disagreements, new ideas,
complaints of work we encourage all to discuss them (412)
We set up a pension plan for everyone and share profits with employees
(123); Our professional attitude and training was offered (to employees)
(319);Invest in the futures of your employees with savings plans if you can
(374); I have used management strategies that are not used frequently in
many businesses - "virtual" office, all employees choose and schedule
their work and time, can choose to work at their homes, can advance in
their skill level by requesting appropriate training. For my small business,
and my clients and employees - everyone finds it a refreshing way to do
business. (106)
Our company has been most successful when we had a small staff
dedicated to common goals (103); They [employees] always know that
their families come first and are never penalized for taking time off when
needed (310); Invest in the morale of your employees by giving praise
when it is due… Many of the staff are like family and we value their
perspectives (374): Most employees stay with us on average 3-5 years
(176); We are able to retain our employees for an average of over 8 years
(166); Many of our general contractors have relied on us for more than 10
years (310); Our non-family employees are all related to us by an outside
long-term relationship. This has helped significantly in maintaining our
office unit. This results in a corresponding high client retention and high
referral base (47)
We have no doubt that the success of our business is our employees. We
care about them both personally and professionally (166); We care a lot
about our employees and recognize that it is critical that "you take care of
the people that take care of you" i.e. employees, supplies, and customers
(46); Our business started with personal service and a personal knowledge
of our customers. We cared for them, knew their family (176); Concern for
customer needs. Concern for employee needs (155); [On concern for
family] It will be interesting to see how living in this type of environment
will affect our children in the future (422)
Get involved in community and activities outside of work. Give back to
the community that supports your business (412); This family business is
not very large but serves its purpose in the community in which it exists.
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As I said it is very small, but we're proud of it and proud of its reputation
with the community (122)
Fair/Fairness
(n=4)

Faith in God (n=1)
Honesty/Integrity
(n=7)

Quality/ Service
(n=9)

Trust/ Respect
(n=5)

All customers are treated equally no matter how much or how little they
spend in our business. My parents who believe in fair treatment of
employees and are selective in their appraisal of their children's' job
performance. I think this all leads to the success of our family business.
(205); Great service for a fair price (180); Dedication, fairness, hard work,
long hours, "going the extra mile"(374); The ability to meet customer
demand for needed products at a fair price (396)
Use your business as a place to serve God (374)
Honesty to customers and employees is the key to our success (362);
Doing what we promise when we promise it.(180);Hiring and handing on
to people of good character/reputations/reliability (179); The owner has a
belief in honesty (273); Operate the business with character and maintain
integrity in all your decisions and transactions(1); Success as opposed to
greed is prime (374); Be straightforward, honest, with yourself, and all
clients, and perform the job to the best of my ability (618)
Quality of service a well-made product (374); In this day and age, service
is a major factor in staying in business. Customers are looking for a
genuine customer service (422); We provide a basic product for a niche
industry. The quality and price of our product is second to none, as is our
service) (424); Quality of product (147); Most important characteristic in
our business is locally owned and operated with a reputation of fair prices
and quality work (310); We have had many positive comments on the
quality of our work compared to our competition (273); Quality of service
a well-made product (374); Good products with value and reliability (179);
Don’t feel guilty or be embarrassed to make a great profit for providing
great service (394)
Respect each other (330); Respect family members for what they do, and
give praise for what it's worth (374); Trusted family member [leading]
from day one (406); Treat internal and external customers as you would
like to be treated (394)

Appendix B- Out-of-business coding table used in qualitative analysis of themes
OUT OF BUSINESS CODING- TABLE
Axial-Themes
Focal-Codes
Descriptive-Codes
Business
Competition
Problems
Strategy
(n=6)
Competing;
Successfully
Competing
(n=25)

Growth
(n=8)

Growth (challenges)
Careful Growth

Text-Entry (In vivo quotes)
The retail business [in shoes] has been going downhill for years. Big
businesses (like Walmart) are driving the small businesspeople out.
Most shoes and boots are made non-replaceable and are so poorly made
and cheaply made that people throw them away and buy new [versus
repair](323); Problems:-Competition with large firms for good and
qualified people Inability to provide salary and benefits as high as
larger firms(377); They (next generation) feel competition is too
strong to continue in business (271); Competition is tough, finding
hard working salespeople is tough (24*); The amount of direct
competition (256*); Mastering your skills to be competitive with
priorities and a business plan with goal orient people working with
you.(69*)
Risk and cost of growth have not been worth it…growth has been
controlled on purpose (221); When anyone starts their own business,
you must control the growth of it or you might find yourself in trouble
by getting it to grow too fast (30); This small business has grown
rapidly, and I project to see it almost double wholesale income this year
(122); We outgrew our organizational arrangement and spent large
amounts of money on "experts" who weren't able to help much
….[looking for] Where we can go to obtain assistance in gaining
organizational skills and leadership skills (320); Grow carefully (33);2.
An ongoing development of yourself and those you associate yourself
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Financial
Strategy
(n=8)

Conserving/saving,
managing debt,
budgeting
responsibly;
balancing books

Business
Environment

Business
Environment;
External Challenges

(n=3)
Business
Characteristics

Decisions
(n=3)

Decision-making
control

(n=16)

Business
ownership
(n=5)

Spousal
Co-preneurs

Small
Business
(n=8)

Small Business;
single family owner;
(no or few
employees); start-up

Work Ethic
(n=8)

Work ethic, followthrough; persistence
(n=5/8)

Owner
Commitment
/Satisfaction
(n=3)

Owner
Commitment/pride
(n=3)

Ownership

(n=12)

with. Continuous education is a constant for root growth of any person
or organization (69*); Our company has grown three time since our
daughter took over and founding father stopped controlling day-to-day
activities…. (24*);
Percentages of dollars spent in various fields, i.e. advertising, training,
professional inventory. If smaller family businesses don't have these
items in the correct ratio it can kill their business (206); We do not
borrow money. Pay as we go (35); This is a very conservatively
operated business (221); Total income for companies should have been
addressed (280); Reduce loans by 10% more than required…Review
profit loss/opportunities to be more efficient, Have a great relationship
with the bank, work to keep it in excellent condition. Involve attorney
in all contracts (404); Our financing comes from a local bank in the
form of a commercial mortgage, and we also have quite a bit of credit
card debt…a couple of years ago we took out a loan to rebuild the main
roof according to restriction of the local historical society…. the interest
rate is very high. (193*); Careful expenditures - in the beginning, do not
try to look good, get down and dirty, enjoy success later (33*);. Start-up
capital. A) Was it enough? B) How much $ at start-up? C) How many
years/months to become profitable? (525*);
Most shoes and boots now days are made non-replaceable… people
throw them away and buy new (323); If wholesale cost of beef
increases more than 15% and land + climate conditions are favorable to
grow our own feed, lease fee per acre could increase, long term leasing
is preferred as lease tends to care more for their longer term lease (198);
Regulations in my business in Nevada make it difficult to operate(101)
1) Only one person should be able to make certain decisions on the
spot. 2) Partners need to make decisions in private and the partners
should be together (254); We base our business on sound business
decisions and facts and not emotions (42); Only one person has
authority on decision making (181*);
This business is owned by my husband and I. Our 4 children are grown
and on their own (388); My husband and I, who are 50% owners, are
not related to the woman who is the manager. She and her husband own
the other 50% We are all equally involved in making major decisions
but very limited in the day-to-day operations. (303); We have joint
ventures with 5 other people in our business (30); Stock is closely held;
we tried a buy-sell agreement but never formally activated it. Even
though life policy was purchased, I believe this succession will to such
kids will set out before founders sell business or regain day-to-day
operations (24*); Wholly owned and operated by myself and my
husband. We do almost everything. The children work for us part-time
as needed our son only when he is home from Syracuse. (193*);
This business is a very small shop….We have been open only about
three months (388);I am the only person in my family that works in my
company (267); A small, family owned business that has no employees,
i.e. I am co-owner, manager, CEO, foreman, mechanic, janitor, and
general flunky (35); [We are] a very small business. I know that in our
area, very small businesses (less than 12 employees) account for a huge
percentage of the local work force (294); Self-described “small
business” or “mom and pop shop” (271) (323) (125) (288) (193*)
We work 7 days per week, 52 weeks per year (35); One must work very
hard. Owning your own business is hard work (289); You must be
100% positive minded to be successful (7); Success comes from loving
what one does from offering products and services that meet the need of
others from persistence (111); Desire to succeed and hard work
(279);"creating a higher standard" applying this philosophy to the way
we conduct ourselves (208*); CEO, the son of the founder, is very hardworking and dedicated (423*); The difference is not the hours worked
per week, the style of management or the type of financial investment,
but the commitment on the part of the owner to follow through on the
decisions made in the planning process (12*);
It takes years and years of sweat equity combined with many sacrifices
to make a business "bloom" (294); The reason for our success stems
from a focused goal that everybody shares. Our goal is to provide a
solid foundation for future generations of our family. Our business
practices reflect that commitment to achieve financial stability and
freedom. (345); Family pride and heritage - over 100 years in the
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Owner expertise-tacit
knowledge (n=3/6)

Succession
(n=7)

Relationships

(n=35)

Customer
Relationships
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These are negative/
opposite
contributions to
theme and thus not
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thematic analysis

Developing
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Customer
Satisfaction
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Employee
Relations

Employee Relations
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(n=2)
Employee Relations
(Long Term)
(n=1)
Employee Relations
(Value employees)
(n=3)

(n=12)

Employee Relations
(benefit to
employees)
(n=2)
Employee treatment
(respect)
(n=4)

ranching business…. Factors, fulfillment, do the family members look
forward to each day (35);
Personal knowledge and experience in the business (91); My son age
31 gets out of the Air Force June 99 and plans to come in the business
[Before joining the business] He graduated from the Air Force
Academy in 1990 with a B.S. in Engineering [company works on
HVAC Commercial Systems] (75); Family member/owner/officer's
knowledge of business and surveyed area (183); Influence of education
on business (53*); Trade knowledge - know your industry and what it
takes to succeed (33*); Our success has been pretty unselfish efforts by
each family member who has expertise and has degrees in areas that
effect the total business (423*);
The CEO is of no kin, no close relatives in the business...My brothers
are two managers in the company…. Our family sold 51% of the
company to a buy-out group comprised of 5 people, all of whom are
involved in the management. Two of the five are relatives of the
chairman….My son is President of a division. My nephew is VP of
marketing (361); I started this business after leaving a family business
that I had worked with for 28 years - and then the succession plan fell
apart (194); each family member brought unique skills and experiences
to the business However, our biggest challenge is in those areas that
required in business but for which family members had no experience.
In our case neither of us had marketing education or experiences but it
is essential to our success. Nor can we pay for professional aid as a new
business. (574); Stock is closely held, we tried a buy-sell agreement but
never formally activated it. Even though life policy was purchased, I
believe in this succession kids will set out before founders sell business
or regain day-to-day operations (24*); Where we can go to obtain
assistance in gaining organizational skills and leadership skills…. And I
have a daughter who quit 4 years ago (320*);…
Start children early - have them work with others, not parent (404)
Care and courtesy to customers (see also respect in values) (147);
Making sure our employees are courteous and friendly to all customers
(121); Relationship with customers (619*); Our business, our success
has been a result of ….and the commitment my family and I have made
to our customers and our community ( 370*);
Sometimes there is an easier way to do something - but we must go by
the approved plans to ensure the client is receiving what he has paid for
(99); Customer satisfaction and a stay in touch attitude (349); Attention
to customer wants. 110% efforts to meet customer desires. Every effort
is to remain current [in industry] (27); Customers first (326); From
appearances of our location to the way we handle customer complaints,
striving to always to do more than what is just expected (208*);
Pleasing your customers (118)*;
Need better working people (more pride) (189); Job descriptions and
compensation should be specific to eliminate conflict (175)
The core of key employees has been employed by our company at least
5 years and some as much as 20 years. We also have relatives of our
employees, i.e. brother-in-law, sons and fathers, cousins, brothers (99)
Employees can "create" solutions to problems or develop better
methods of working. Employee ideas are valued (377); Take each
employee and develop them to their full potential. Develop more than
business! Develop long term relationships with employees, customers,
and families [this is a second-generation business that closed during
sibling owner disputes] (160); The management needs to listen to the
ideas of the employees. Employee morale is very low and always has
been. (404);
Flexibility is provided so employees can take off to handle family or
personal matters (377); Activities to enhance employees emotional
compensation - participate in decision making, flex time, group outings,
etc.(275).
Employees are treated, and, specifically, respected is the most important
aspect of our ongoing business… those people are truly our most
valuable assets and we always let them know that in creative and
rewarding ways (372): There is no dictation in a family business. You
must not ask anyone else to do what you would not do yourself (289); I
treat my employees the way I wanted to be treated by an employer "be
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(n=4)
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good to your employees and they'll be good to you" (267*) As a small
family business, it is important to listen to what the employees have to
say. Their input can be the most important (3*)
Son was made partner in the business. Strong Conflict in how to run the
business. Caused mixed signals, high employee turnover. Son's stock
was bought back by the company…Decision was made to sell off
various departments of company. Main business owner and spouse
wished to leave and to eventually let company close down. Strong
conflict of how to run the business [Between next and founding gen] the
company closed (149); Personalities play a major role if family
members work in close proximity to one another. In-law conflicts arise
mostly out of jealousy that one side of the family seems to work less
and has more material possessions (175); Our business is a franchise
and that [being a franchise] has done great deal of good because
procedures are already set in place… this helps keep family disputes
down. It's good to have standards already set and corporate support
(395); In a family business good relationship and a trusting work
attitude are important in limiting conflict (296); Arguments between
partners should be done behind closed doors… someone [in family
owner group] should be in charge (254)
I established a policy of bringing only my wife and children (2 sons)
into the business. I have strongly advised my sons not to bring their
children into the business. As a rule, parents and children, as well as
siblings, can work well together. However, I have never seen cousins
work together for very long (249); We do not employ wives or children
of family employees. We don't discuss business at family gatherings
(42); [comments on negative effect of family involvement] …changing
a family member, how that pressure [negatively] affects the family,
business, and current non-family employees (402); My family has
nothing to do with my business. They purchase my items but that's it.
Also, they've [family] have helped my living expenses (apartment rent),
that’s it! (6); Minimum family involvement in business will strengthen
business and family (120); A family business is very hard. You have
your family but, you all working in business and you cannot bring
family problems in (181) *; I don't think my family members should
automatically work for a family company. At least first work elsewhere.
Members should seek the job (116*); Estrangement of family due to
marriage and realization that dominate owner precludes any input by
any other owner/employee. We had what could have been a family
business, but it was initially created by a non-blood relative with an ego
that prevents any true sustained involvement by the family. There are
niceties at a social level, but no more than that on a professional level
(23*); Family clear distinction/division of duties and responsibilities
determined by our individual strengths, talents, and preferences (370*)
Make your people the best they can be, do not allow sloppy production
quality, because it is not fair to your other employees…make sure your
bookkeeping is perfect and fair (160); Salary and wages are fair (24*)
Success in a family business is left to put your hope and trust in God to
bless your business because you can never plan enough for the changes
of weather, market, supply, or lack of quality employees. Be careful
never to be wasteful because when times are good remember soon
months or years will come check continually if you are wasting what
God has given you (160**). God - he is our provider (121)
Be straightforward, honest with yourself and all clients (403); Honesty,
professionalism, desire to succeed (279); Neatness. Honest. Respect.
(505**)
Quality as the most important factor (99); Perform the job to the best of
your ability (403); Superior product and service (368); Never lose sight
that no matter what job you have you do be of service to 1,000s of
people -you are only as good as your service is to keep others (160);
excellent food complimented by exceptional service (339); QUALITY
and service (23**)
Loyal, efficient management. Efficient and organized work systems.
(368) Review profit/loss for opportunities to be more efficient/stingy
(404; Efficiency and aggressiveness about new markets. (613) Honesty,
professionalism, desire to succeed and hard work (279**)
Neatness. Honest. Respect. (505**) Success in a family business is left
to put your hope and trust in God to bless your business because you
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can never plan enough for the changes of weather, market, supply, or
lack of quality employees. Be careful never to be wasteful because
when times are good remember soon months or years will come check
continually if you are wasting what God has given you (160**) In a
family business good relationships and a trusting work attitude are
important in limiting conflict (103); Well, my grandmother's business is
at a standstill it is not progressing because she is old and doesn't trust
outside employees very much (76);

Those marked with a single asterisk were still “In-Business” but under different ownership via
sale or exit of the original business family Those marked with a double asterisk were cross coded.
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Appendix C- Follow-up interview protocol

“Hello, could I please speak with__________________ (insert name on the Excel sheet –
sometimes there were two. Most of the time it was the owner of the business).
When you get the person on the phone you might say, “Hello, my name is
_____________and I am a student at the University of St. Thomas in Minnesota. I am
glad we connected. I am reaching out to you about an important study you participated in
a few years ago. We are doing an important a follow-up on that study to find out how the
businesses we spoke with then are doing.
I know you are busy, but if you can spare 2-3 minutes of your time to answer a few short
questions- we could really learn a lot.
1. Do you perceive your business to be a family business?
2. How many family members are owners in the business?
3. How many owning family members work in the business?
4. How many total generations of the owning family has worked in the
business?
5. How many total employees work in the business?
6. Since 2002, has there been a succession in the ownership of the business?
7. Since 2002, has there been a succession in the leadership of the business?
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